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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report uses data from the 1984 (sixth wave) survey of the National
Longitudinal S’urvey of Youth (NLSY) to describe the household structure and parnntal
'characterlstlcs of' about 4,400 children born to a national cross-section of American
mothers 19‘ to 27 ;/ears of age. About 80 percent of these children were under the age of
six and most of the rest were between ages six and nine.

These children are representative of the first thirty percent of all children born to
a typical contemporary cohort of American women entering the childbearing years. The
children in this survey include aboi'i; the first twenty-five percent of chi‘ldren born to
white women, the first forty percent to 'disp;nic women, and the first fifty percent to.
black women. The home environment of the' older children, those of school age, is
typical of the home .environmént of youngex: clementary school age children who were
born to adolescent mothers. The home environment of those below school age may be
considered as representative of the homes of a normal cross-section of children, mostly
born to women be.tween the ages of 18 and 25. This study profiles the home situation of
a national cross-section of children and, as the study details, suggests results

considerably different from those which are typically presented using cross-sectional

data for adult respondents. It focuses on the 95 percent of all children who are living

with their mother.

HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE s

Rd

1. About two of every three of the children are living with both their parents. This
ranges from better than three of four for white children to about one of three for black
children. Overall, almost one in five of the children has a mother who has never been

married, two of thrce have a mother who is currently married, and the remaining fifteen

pzrcent have a mother who is currently separated, divorced, or widowed.
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2. The nhousecholds of black or Hispanic children whose fathers are absent are, on
average, lé-xrger tﬁan houscholds where the father is present, The opposite is true for the
household :oi whi:te children. The n;inority father-absent households are larger almost
entirely because: of thel presence og‘ additional c:hildren who are not children of the
femalé respondent. Thc; number o} adults in minority father-absent households is
essentially identical to faLther-presar{t households; other adults, including grandparents
and siblings'of thg m.dth‘er ax;e m tlje f‘lome instead of the father.

3. About one in three father-absent families have a grandparent present and thirty
percent have o;_her blood relatives of the child (excluding siblings) present, compared
with four percen"t for each of these relationship types in fatt.xer-present homes.

4. Overgill, Vfor abouf seven percent of ct_l.ildren who are living with both parents,
the father is defined as a partner and 93 percent as spouses of the mother. 4?_91' children
whose father is absent, fifteen percent live with a mother who is married and seven
.percent live with a moth;ar who has a partner in the house. Maternal partners are slightly

“more prevalent in the households of older children and. in minority households.

5. Fully forty percent of children in father-absent environments are living in

households where their mother is the only adult. The youngest white children but the
'oldest black children are most likely to be in this household situation. For children six

-and older, fully 50 percent of black children in father-absent homes are living only with

their mother, compared with 32 percent for white children.

EMPLOYMENT

1. About 70 percent of all adults in the children's household were emnployed at
some time duriiig the past year; seventy-five percent where the father was present and

fifty-eight percent where the father was absent. Most of this difference between house-

hold types reflects the absence of the father, who tends to be the dominant wage earner.




2. Overall, about forty percent of the children had mothers who were employed
during the week preceding the survey; forty-three percent of the white mothers were

employed, thié-ty-six percent of black mothers, ax;xd thirty-two percent of Hispanic
mothers.

3. Whitegmbthers in households where the father was absent were much more likely
{fifty percent, co:‘r;npared with forty-one percent) to be employed than their counterparts

in fati:er-present households. Opposite patterns were noted for minority households,

where maternal employment was much more prevalent in father-present households than

father-absent households.

CHILD .CARE-

1. Forty-five percent of white niothefs are utilizing childcare arrangements in
order to work or complete education or training programs, in comparison with forty-two
nercent for black and thirty-five percent forf Hispanic women. White women are much
more likely to have the assistance of the child's father or stepfather, or to use non-
relatives in the home or non-home environment. Minority childx'-en aré‘ more likely to
stay with their grandparents (primarily grandmothers), other relatives, or to be in formal

nursery or. group daycare arrangements. The greater utilization of relatives by minority

children is associated with the greater likelihnod that these relatives are living in the

home or living in the neighborhood.

POYERTY STATUS
1. According to sténdarg federal government definitions, 33.5 percent of the.
children in the NLSY sample are iiving in a family unit which is in poverty, about 18

percent for children where where the father is present and 66 percent where the father is

absent.
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2. If one alters the definition of what constitutes a family to include partners of a
spouse as family members, the overall percent in poverty declines to 31.4 percent--16
percent wixere thﬁe father is present z;.{xd aobout 63 percent where the father is absent.

3. Not inc.:luding a partner's ir?come in famiiy units which included a partner can
seriously distort the fam.'i.Iy income s__::tatistics for this growing subset of the population.
For family units which irﬁ:}udﬁe a partner, 41 percent are defined as in poverty if the
partner's income. is .ihc‘luded,:;compe‘}ex:-ed with 77 percent if the partner's income is not
included. Thisﬂ definitional distinc:iion is of major importance for white, black, and
Hispanic family units.

4. While t}le presence of a partner greatly reduces the likelihood of a child being in
poverty, his impaci on povérty redui':":t;‘ion in the family is not as great as that of a spouse.

5. The presence or absence of a maternal spouse or partner is a muc'ﬁ more

important indicator of poverty status than is race or ethnicity.

' CONTACT WITH ABSENT FATHER

1. About one in three children not living with their father has n;)t seen him in the
_past twelve months. About one in three see their father at least once a week.

2. Black children are more likely to see their fat};er very frequently—on a daily
" basis. This is associated with the fact that absent black fathers are more likely to be
living nearby.

3. Older children and childrgn of mothers who have remarried are least likely to
frequently see their father, but slightly more likely to see him for a longer duration when
they do see him. The decline inifrequency of visitation associated with age is prevalent
mainly for minority children. Part of this age (for minority children) and marital) status
difference is related to the fact that older children and children whose mother has

remarried live further from their father.



CHILD SUPPORT

1. About one in four children not living with his or her father receives child
support from the father. Children living close to their father or having more frequent

contact with their father are more likely to receive support.

CHILDREN LIVING ONLY WITH THEIR FATHER

1. About one in three children who live only with their fathers never see their
mothers——virtually identical to the one-third of those living with their mothers who never
see their fathers. In general, their visitation patterns with mothers seem to be similar to
visitation patterns of their counterparts who live only with their mothers. However, on
average these children live further from their mothers than their mother-resident

counterparts live from their father.
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A VIEW FROX THE CRADLE: HOUSEHOLD AND PARENTAL
CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIORS FROH THE
PERSPECTIVE OF YOUNG CHILDREN
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INTRODUCTION

With some exceptions, available data on household and family structure and
.women's emplo;{l‘ment profile ongoing family situations from the perspective of the
.household or the woiman hérself as the unit of _observation.l For many puf-poses, this is
quite appropriate, particularlylwhere the objective is to focus on the employment or
family status of the woman hérself. However, if one's objective is to éxamine the
.family, its employment profile, or its internal structure from the perspective of the
:ch'ild, this approach can lead to major misinterpretations or misunderstandings. In
particular, in the aggregate, it c;mvlead to a significant misrepresentation of the overall
status of American children.

Two examples should clarify these premises. Maternal employment statistics are
“usually reported from the perspective of the mother, taking into account the age of her
youngest child, reflecting the fact that this child is the most significant empioyment
impediment for the mother. As expected, as the youngest child in a household ages,
mother's employment or labor force participation rates rise. However, from the perspec-
tive of the children, this masks the important fact that many older children are in house-
holds \\;hich also include younger children--particularly where the mother is still relative-
ly young. In this situation, from the older child's viewpoint, the maternal employment
situation is essentially conditioned by the presence or absence of a younger child. Thus,

N

an overall profile (i.e., percent employed full or part-time) of maternal employment




viewed from all of the children's perspective may be quite different from the tradition-
ally-viewed maternal employment patterns which (1) are geared to the youngest child in
a household, ag.ld (2) will =-.unt a mother only once, even if she has several children.

The second issue is tied in closely with the above. If mothers with selected char-
acteristics or 1n selected household structures are more or less likely than others to bear
multiple children.‘{for to space their children more closely, specific social situations can
easily be misinte'rpreted if one views households in the standard manner (from the
perspective §f one .adult individual) rather than from the perspective of a child. For
example, a woman with three children who is the economic head of her family unit Will
only be counted as one "broken" family unit with children. In reality, \.ve have ‘here a
situation where there are three children Hving in a household headed by a woman. As
this report will document, the nature and magnitude of any problems relating to unusual
family situatians is quite different when one views the househofd from the perspective of
children.

This report will use the 1984 (sixth wave) survey round of the National Longitudinal
Survey of Youth Labor Market Experience (NLSY) to examine a variety of dimensions of
family life, including the presence and absence of selected family members, parental

visitation patterns, and childcare fromn the perspective of the children in the household.

In other words, unless otherwise specified, the statistics cited in this report will count
each child in a housechold as a respondent and view the family in that manner. If there
are three children in a household, then, for example, the employ‘ment status of th.e
mother will be counted three times. This will be a profile of the world as seen through
the eyes of preschool age and younger elementary school age children. If programs are
to be developed which are gearea to the needs~ of children, it is most ~appropriate that we
also have statistics which view potential social and economic problems of children in a
similar manner. A particular focus of this report will be on examining the status of

children generally felt to be at greater risk, children in family units where the father is

not present.
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THE DATA SET AXD SAMPLE AND ANALYTICAL LIMITATIONS

The:overal_l NLSY sample in i984 included male and female respondents between
the ages of 19 fo 27, approximately?‘% percent of"‘ the original nationally representative
sample of 12,636 interviewed in 19.-"-‘.79. The focus of this study will be on the 4,452
children born to the 2,724;.women in ‘.the sample who had borne at least one child by the
1984 survey date. Since t.he.:princijpal focus of this study is on the children of these

\
women, thé child sam_‘ple may be !viewed as the children which have been born to a
nationally repré;entative sample of American mothers between the ages of 19 and 27. In
this regard, it is‘ important to .note that, reflecting the age constraints of the sample,
most of the older children h=ve i)een born to ado}lescent mothers. This is_ one reason why,

as will be seen, such a large proportion of the older children are living in "broken

families"; they are the children of adolescent childbearers. These older children are,

Py
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. however, a representative component of children born to women in this age range.

These mothers and children may be considered as representative of all younger
childbearers and eariier-born chiidren to American mothers. As of 1984, this cohort of
19- to 27-year-old women have cbmpleted about the first 30 percent of their
childbearing. This ranges from about the first 25 percent of childbearing for white
.wdmen to 40 percent for Hispanic and about 50 percent for black women.2 The higher
minority percentages reflect the fact that Hispanic and black women, on average, begin
childbearing earlier and maintain a greatei‘ pace of childbearing during their adolescent
and early adult years. Thus, this report profiles the household ard family situation of the
full spectrum of children born to younger American women. Because the white mothers
are not as far along in their childbearing, one may conclude that the household situations

depicted for the white children are somewhat less typical of that of all white children

than the situations for their minority counterparts.
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The sample also includes an overrepresentation of black and Hispanic women so as
to bermit statistically reliable racial and ethnic comparisons. Partly as a result of this
sample selection and partly becauée early childbearers disproportionately tend to be
minority womén, the unweighted sample of mothers and children in this study includes a
heavy represegltation of minority women and children. However, all of the statistics
presented in this "§tudy are based on weighted data. That is, the unweighted sample cases
are weighted up in such a manner as to produce overall as well as ‘separate racial and
ethnic statistics which are representative of those population groups. The sample sizes
indicated in the tabular material are the unweighted number of sample cases.

With minor exceptions, the thrust of this analysis will be to examine various
dimensions of mother and child for children who are living with their mother. This is
primarily for the pragmatic reason that virtu;Iiy all—about 95 percent—of children born
to women in this age range are living with their mother. As will be shown, however,
substantial proportions <;f these children do not have their father present in the home,
and a major focus of this analysis is to cont}-ast the situation of women and children
between father present and fat.her absent environments. The data presented in this
report are drawn from 1984 interviews with the mot._hers of the children.3 Thus, any
information which foc.uses on interactions with a missing father wers provided by the
mother, and will provide only her perspective. For example, documentation of visitation
patterns between children and missing fathers might differ if the infc.mation was being
collected from the father, rather than from the mother.

In addition, it shoéld be emphasized that this profile presents a cross-sectional
perspective: it examines the household and- family situations as of one point in time, the
1984 survey date. As has been extensively documented elsewhere, households are
dynamic institutions co'nstantly undergoing structural changes (Bumpass and Rindfuss,
1979; Glick, 1979; Bane, 1976). Many of the children who are described in this study as

living with -only one parent were in the recent past living with both parents. In addition,



Table 1 Residence of Children by Mother's Marital Status, Race, and Age of Child

Mother's Marital Status Age of Children Mother's Race
Married, Separated/
) : Never Spouse Dgyorced/ :
- Totatl Total Married Present Widowed 0-2 3-5 6 and over Hispanic Black White
" Total 100,0 100.0 ~ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0
In household 94.8 91.6 - 97.1 88.7 96.9 94.0 90.8 96.4 94.2 94,7
Not in household 5.2 8.4 - 2.9 11.3 3.1 6.0 9.2 3.6 5.8 5.3
Other parents 1.3 0.5 0.5 76.3 0.7 1.7 2.3 1.0 0.8 1.6
Other relatives 1.3 3.6 0.4 ! 2.4 0.3 1.5 3.2 1.4 2.6 0.8
: Foster parent 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.2
’ Adopted out 0.6 2.0 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.6 1.4 0.0 0.2 0.9
Institutionalized 0.0 0.0 4,0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0
Deceased ' 1.7 2.2 1.5 1.8 1.5 1.7 2.1 0.5 2.1 1.7
Other 0.1, 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Sample size 4397 - 1113 2550 732 2050 1487 860 . 785 1433 2191

Note: - Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
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the composition of the other household members in the home is constantly subject to

change as- grandparents come and go, siblings are born and other relatives or friends

make a témporai-y presence. Similarly, children currently living with a separated or

: 'i:\ .
divorced mother will in some instances be living with a remarried mother in thz near

future. This report thus focuses on ‘a temporally static situation, the structure of the
household and some of its social and economic implications, as of one point in time, the

1934 survey date, As of 1984',. abou’f one-third of all these children are not living with
their father. Bumpass and Rindfuss' {(1977) estimated that over one-third of all children
spend a portion‘ of their childhood during which their mothers are between marriages,
although their e.‘stimates were based on data for a full cross-section of children- during
the 1970s. Glick (1979) estimated that 45 percent of children born in 1977 will reside in

one-parent families sometime before they reach age 18. A comparison of these statistics -

reinforces the.notion that the children in our study are not representative of all children,

.but rather, typify the children of younger childbearers. Future reports with the NLSY

- data set will introduce additional dynamic elements and examine shorter-term household

structural changes.

PARENTAL HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE

This study focuses on the approxfmately 4,400 children who have been born to the
2,700 mothers in the NLS sample by 1984. As may be seen from Table 1, about 35
percent of these children live in their mothers' household, 1.7 percent are deceased, .6
percent adopted, and most of the remainder, 2.9 percent, live with their fafhef or other
relatives. These statistics do not vary to any great extent between black, white, or
dispanic children,4 but they are sensitive to the age of the child and the marital status
of the mother, two factors which are interrelated with each other; very young chiléren

are more likely to live in a home which includes both parents, as the parental marriage

- . R . .. ~ n ~ - O L I PO



whose mothers are never married, separated, or dlVOrCea dare LLVIUE wWitii LIGL uiveiiosy

not necessarily t'o the child's father). Parallellmg.thxs, only about nine of ten children

age six and above are living with theﬂ- mother. These are children who for the most part
were born to adolescent‘ mothers. “Iotwnhstandmg the above, as Table 2 indicates,
regardless of parental mari'tal status, race or ethnicity or child's age (up to about age ten
with a small num.bel.' 'at' ages 11 or }:2), there are only relatively modest proportions of
children who are not living with their mothers.

While a principal focus of this monograph will be on examining the family situation
of children who;.'are living only with their mother, it is useful to consider briefly the
marital situation of the mother, since thiS__ is typically considered an important

manifestation of family stability and economic wellbeing. This concept differs from the

father present or absent concept,.as in many situations a father may be present with the

. mother not being married, or conversely, a child's father may be absent but the muther is

‘ married to a different individual. The extensiveness of these non-normative family

profiles will be described below. .

Table 3 indicates that almost one in five of all children in this sampie are living

with mothers who have never been married; about half of all black children are living in

" this marital environment, compared with about 20 percent of Hispanic children and seven

percent Pf white children. Older children (over age six) are much more likely fhan
younger children (under age three) to be living with a separated or divorced mothe‘r,
reflecting the passage of years since the mother's marriage. Indeed, almost one in four
children age six and over are living with a separated or divorced mother. In this regard,
it may be noted that there only is a. modest tendency for black women with children to
move oui of the never married status as their children age. In addition, only 56 percent
of all children age six and over are living in a home which includes a mother a‘nd her legall

hushand. stronrlv sugoesting that the traditional view of children in home environments



Table 2 Percent of Children Living with Mother by Age of Child, Race/Ethnicity, and Hother's Marital Status

AT} Mothers Never Married Narried, Spouse Present  Separated/Widowed/Divorced

Total White Black Hispanic  Total White Black Hispani(  Total Mhite Black lispanic  Total White Black Hispanic

Total 08 W7 W2 %S5 9.6 87 92 %6 WL 9L %1 %3 8T 85 900 93.7
| (191) (1433) (785 (a6 (19) (163 (1578) (sg2) (as0) (wg) (97 (17)
12 6o %A H4 N6 WD WS We 94 %3 WL @ B W 05 KL B
(10s9) (593) (397 o) (3 () (635) (4) (284) (25) (50 (83

1§ 00 N5 W B8 B8 T8 M2 B9 . %9 %9 M9 B B0 L %3 9.3
(53) (49) (a0 m (e (&) Blo) (60 ek, (L (e (38)

b oand over 90,8 o0 %03 9,5 886 783 9.0 %60 N4 BT 24 96 8.3 8.0 6.7 8.4
1 (369) (361) (131) (@ (@ (33) (lo4)  (64) (09) (83)  (30)




Percent of Children with Mothers in Different Marital Arrangements by Race/Ethnicity'and Age of Child

Total White Black Rispanic

A 6 and A1l 6 and AN 6 and AL 6 and

Ages 0-2 3-5 over Ages 0-2 3-5 over Ages 0-2 3-5 over Ages 0-2 3-5 over
with 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 1060.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 i00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 106.0'“
who are: )
arried 18.6 18,7 17.8 19.7 7.1 8.5 5.8 5.2 "83.6 57.5 53.9 47.4 15.9 18,9 20.0 16.8
, spouse "

66.7 71,7 65.6 56.1 78.7 82,3 16.7 71.8 31.2 '33.2 3.3 28.0 63.5 66.5 65.8 51.4
ed, s e -
R 14.9 9,9 16.8 23.9 14,6 9.5 17.9 23,5 14.9 9.3 14,5 23.5 16.7 14.5 13.9 27.8
rcentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.

%
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which iaclude two married parents can be perhaps rather far from reality——at least for a
large segm’en't of A merican children and mothers.

Shlftmg Irom a marital status to a parental presence concept clarifies to some

n
1

degree the extent to which the former concept can lead to misinterpretation, if one's
concern is parental presex;qe. Table 4 indicates that about two-thirds of all the children
in the sample are living with bpth of their natural parents--about 78 percent for white

children, 68 pevrcent\fo‘x; Hisp;mic cﬁildren, and about one-third of black children. A
| comparison of the parent prQsencbe statistic with the overall percentages of children
living in married spouse present (MSP) arrangements would seem to suggest a virtual
identity between' the concepts. However, this would significantly misrepresent a reality
in which, over tine, chlldren are not only more likely to be living in homes where the
mother is not married, but additionauy, are likely to be living in homes where the mother

has remarried; for example, 56 pei-cent of children age six and over are living with

.married mothers, but only about 46 percent of these same children are living with both of

"their natural parents.

_Father's Presence or Absence: Implications for Household Structure from the Child's
Perspective

The size and composition of a household has. important implicatiops for how well
that household is able to function internally as well as how well it can cope with ihe
external environment, pérticularly the world of work. From the perspective of the child,
the pres.ence of siblings or other relatives or non-relatives can provide a social network
which lends support in times of personal or family crisis. While outside relatives and
friends can also certainly help, the more iminediate presence of friends and family can
be an important psychological buffer in times of stress.

The presence of other adults, particularly grandparents, can also increase the

viability of employment for the children's mother by providing childcare or other in~home

support services. Finally, exaiining the relationship between the number otf children and



Table 4 Percent of Children Living with Two Parents by Age of Child and Race/Ethnicity

Total White Black Hispanic

. Total 66.4 77.7 31.3  67.6
0-2 75.7  85.0 40.0  73.9
3-5 64.7 74.9 32.2  68.2

6 and over 46.0 61.2 18.3 46.5




the number of adglts in the home can help clarify the economic self-sufficiency of the
house'nold..,unit; e\-/erythingl else being equal, a high proportion of adults irA the household
or, mnore pi-ecisaly, the proportion of household members or the proportion of adults with
an attachment t:o the 1ébor force is?‘important pr.esumptive evidence of the household
unit's economic viability. ' k

Tables 5 through 9 ﬁrofile the }:musehold structure of the households in which this

+

large national]y-x:epresentat.ive. sample of children live, contrasting the‘ situations where
the child's ‘father is pre‘sent or abse;t. Table 5 indicates the structure of the household
as viewed by t};g child. That is, the relationships specified aré the relationships of the
various househoiq members to the child himself or herself. Overall, about 32 percent of
household membelrs are siblings of the child, another 21 percent are the child's mother,
and L4 percent the husband of the child's motﬁer, mosvt-.typically the chilé’s father. An
additional four percent are grandparents and about six percent are other bloo;i relatives
_of the child, most typicz;.lly siblings of a parent. Of course, 21 percent of the household
" members are accounted for by the reference (or "index") child.

These patterns vary to'sorﬁe extent between white, black, and Hispanic units. The
major distinctions in household composition are that minority families are much less
likely to include the mother's spouse, but much more likely to include grandparents or
. other blood relatives of the child. For example, about.seven percent of the household
members in the black households are grandparents and about 16 percent are other blood
relatives, compared with lgss than three percent for each of these two relationship types
in white families.

Part of this racial/ethnic difference reflects the different likelihoods of black,
white, and Hispanic women to be ‘marriéd. For example, when one examines the
household structure of the different racial/ethnic é’roups for the father present and
father absent household units, very few father present units include grandparents, but

substantial proportions of father-absent units, about nine percent, include grandparents.

-12 -



able 5 Household Strycture from the Perspective of Young Children: Distribution of A11 Household Members
by Presence or Absence of Father and Race/Ethnicity :
. . t

Father Absent’ Father Present

\

Total White 8lack Hispanic ;Total White 8lack Hispanic Total White 8lack Hispanic

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 '-'109.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
: ' . .
child 20.5 21,6 18.2 18.4 , 19.6 22.3 17.8 18.0 20.9 21.5 19.1 18.7
Mother of 5
child 20.5 21.6 18.2 18.4 19.6 22.3 17.8 18.0 20.9 21.5 19.1 18.7
Spouse of . )
mother 13.9 17.4 5.6 12.1 2.9 5.1 1.4 2.1 19.8 20.8 15.7 17.2
Sibling(s) - .
of child 32.2 3.8 32.1 33.7 29.8 28.4 30.5 32.0 33.3  32.7 36.0 34.6
Srdnents) 59 26 71 4 91 89 91 9.8 1.1 0.9 2.3 19
Other p]ood
relative(s)
of child .
Under 18 3.1 1.0 7.9 4,7 7.6 3.1 10.4 10. . 0.7 0.5 1.5 2.0
18 and over 3.1 1.2 7.9 3.3 7.5 4.0 10.6 5.7 0.0 0.4 1.3 2.0
Non-blodd
relative(s)
of child
Under 18 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.5
18 and over 1.0 0.8 0.9 1.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.8 1.0 0.8 1.1 , 2.3
Partner of
. mother 1.2 1.0 1.5 1.3 1.4 2.2 0.8 1.1 1.0 0.7 3.1 1.5
Other
Under 18 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.5 . 0.7 1.1 0.4 0.7 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.4
18 and over 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.7 0.9 1.6 0.3 1.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.5
Sample size 21257 9661 7479 4117 9238 2628 5196 1414 12019 7033 2283 2703

Hote: Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding,

- 13 -
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“gwie 6 1 Conparison of Househald Size and Structure by Race/Ethnicity: Comparing Children's Household Structure with Their Hother's Household

Structure '
Tota! White Black Hispanic
tild's  Mthe's  Child's  Jother's  Chidd's  Mother's  Child's ©  Hother's
. Perspective Perspective Perspective Perspective Perspective Perspective  Perspective Perspective
Total R (1 K I T 0.0 00 L0 o100 L0 1000
Mother 20,5 5.4 21,6 7.0 82 238 18.4 2.1
AL chitdren of mother® gl AN 03l T X I
Spouse of mother 13,9 0.8 7.4 1.2 56 62 1 14,7
Grandparents of child(ren) 3.9 .4 2,6 Moo ol 0.2 6 6
(ther Dlond relative of hid | N
Under 18 | 3,1 4l L L 19 109 41 6.2
18 and over 3l A AN R 14 1.1 33 b
Noa-blood relative of child | | - o
Under 18 | 0.2 03 0.2 03 .l 0T T 06
18 and over | ML D8 ny 0 10 18 ¥,
Partner of mother 1,2 L9 LD L4 1,5 L 13 1.6
Other
Under 18 0.3 0.5 0.3 0,5 0.4 0.5 05 08
18 and over 0,8 0, 0,8 0 0.3 0,4 0.7 Ll
Number of household members U 10817 9661 5013 149 319 Gy 2008
Number of households 4167 2616 2050 133 1356 825 161 460
Hean household size 4,8 3% LR 3N 5,81 4,58 52 44
Mean nunber of own children 2,51 1,58 L4 159 20 165 L83 1,69
Hean number of other childrne | 08 0.19 0,07 0,07 0,46 0,53 0.3 0,3
- Hean nunber of aduts L 208 2,00 24 240 2,18 2,
Percent of household which
is adult 43,8 5.2 $.0 5.2 4.4 5,4 2.1 53,8

'a[ncluding "Index" child.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



Table 7 Household Structure from the Perspective of Young Children: Distribution of A11 Household Members -
by Presence or Absence of Father and Age of Child

A11 Households : Father Absent Father Presant
i :
0-2 3-5 6 and over 0-2 3-5 6 and over 0-2 3-5 6 and over
Total ' 100.0 100.d 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Child \121%7 19.7. 18.8 19.4 20.1 19.2 22.5 19.6 18.6
. E .
Mother of ;hi]d N . 21.7 19”7 18.8 19.4 20.1 19.2 22.5 19.6 18.6
Spouse of mothgr ' 15.8 13.2 10.6 i.l 3.2 4.6 21.2 18.7 17.3
Sibling(s) of child 26.5 34.3 40.6 22.2 28.5 39.5 28.2 37.4 41.8
Grandparent (s) of child 4.1 3.9 3.6 12.1 9.1 5.7 1.1 1.1 1.1
Other blood relati§e(s)
of child
Under 18 3.8 2.9 2.1 11.7 7.2 3.5 0.9 0.5 0.4
18 and over 3.1 3.1 3.0 9.8 7.8 5.1 G.6 0.7 0.6
Non-blood relative(s)
of child
Under 18 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.0
13 and over 1.1 1.0 0.5 1.1 0.6 0.6 1.1 1.1 0.3
partner of mother 1.1 1.1 1.5 0.8 1.5 1.9 1.2 1.1 1.1
Other :
Under 18 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.0
18 and over 0.5 0.5 0.2 1.1 1.3 0.3 0.3 0.1 1.6
Sample size ) 9543 7167 4343 3291 3159 2696 6252 4008 1647

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.




Table 8 Mean Household Statistics by Race/Ethnicity, Father's Presence or Absence, and Age of Child

A11 Households Father Absent Father Present
6 & 6 & " 68
Total 0-2 3-5 over Total 0-2 3-5  over Total v-2 3-5 over
Total v
" Mean household size ' 4.89 4.62 5.07 5.30 5.11 5.15° 4.99 5.23 4.78 4.45 5.11 5.40
© Mean number of children to mother 2.57 2.23 2.74 3.15 2.52 2.14 2.42 3.07 2.59 2.25 2.91 3.25-
. Mean other children 0.18 0.21 0.17 0.13 0.43 0.67 0.39 0.21 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.03
Mean number of adults 2.14 2.18 2.16 2.02 2.16 2.34 2.18 1.S5 2.14 2.14 2.15 2.12
Percent of household which
"~ {s.adult 43.8 47.2 42.6 38.1 42.3 45.4 43.7 37.3 44.8 48.1 42.1 39.3
~ - dhite
- Mean household size 4.62 4,29 4.85 5.18 _ 4.49 4.29 4.36 4.92 - 4,66 4.29 5.02 5.35
“:'Mean number of children to mother 2.47 2.13 2.70 3.07 "2.28 1.88 2.23 2.82 2.52 2.17 2.86 3.23
- Mean other children 0.07 0.08 0.06 0.05 0.21 0.35 0.14 0.12 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02
*. Mean number of adults 2.08 2.08 2.09 2.06 2.00 2.06 1.99 1.98 2.11 2.09 2.13 2.10
“* Percent of household which 3 .
o 18 adult 45.0 48.5 43.1 39.8 44.5 48.0 45.6 40.2  45.3 48.7 42.4 39.3

Mean household size 5.51 5.58 5.50 5.47 5.62 5.88 5.8 5.45 5.24 5.12 5.32 5.52

‘Mean number of children to mother 2.77 2.48 2.74 3.24  2.72 2.34 2.58 3.32 2.89 2.68 3.06 3.23

Mean other children 0.46 0.60 0.47 0.25 0.61 0.92 0.64 0.29 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.08
2.6

- Mean number of adults 2.28 2.50 2.29 1.98  2.29 2.62 1 1.84 2.24  2.32 2.15 2.21
‘Percent of household which ' '

“is .adult 41.4 44.8 41.6 36.2  40.7 44.6 44.8 33.8  42.7 45.3 40.4 40.0
Hispaniéw

Mean household size 5.42 5.24 5.62 5.53  5.57 5.67 5.57 5.45 5.35 5.09 5.64 5.63
'Mean number of children to mother 2.83° 2.52 2.97 3.42 2.78 2.42 2.69 3.36 2.85 2.55 3.10 3.49
‘Mean other children . 0.31 0.38 0.29 0.13  0.63 0.96 0.60 0.22 0.15 0.18 0.14 0.02
Mean number of adults 2,28 2.3 2.36 1.98  2.16 2.3 2.28 1.87 2.35 2.36 2.40 2.12

" Percent of household which .
7 §s adult 4.1 44,7 42.0 35.8 38.8 40.4 40.9 34.3 43.9 46.4 42.6 37.7




fable 9 Percent of Households Which Includes Specified Category of Household Hember, by Presence or Absence of
Father and Race/Ethnicity - ‘ |

-

A1l Households Father Absent Father Present

Total White Black Hispanic Total White Black Hispanic  Total White Black Hispani

W

Jother of child 100.0 1000 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 10,0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0°
Spouse of mother 6.8 802 3L0 656 149 226 1.9 1L6 947 961 B2l 9L§
Sibling of child 6.5 617 6.8 680 590 5.2 5.2 6.7 657 64.5. 70,3 10,6

irandparent(s) of child 13,2 7.8 284 163 3.8 251 M5 365 38 29 83 6
Jther blood relative(s) ‘ r “

-of child | 2,7 67 8.5 1.9 2.6 197 3.0 360 41 30 5 42
lon=blood relative(s) o | |

of child | 33 48 k2 L6 L5 A5 29 6.0 33 45 40 8.3

Partner of mother | 51 47 82 1.2 .0 98 45 59 50 3.2~165 1,9,

ther ' 22 19 23 32 44 60 28 51 L0 07 22 23

ﬁﬁmberof ¢hildren 4167 2050 135 761 132 562 913 250 2435 1488 43 504
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These statistics do not vary between white, black, and Hispanic units. In this regard, the
pattern parallels that repofted by Hernandez and Myers (1985) using 1980 Census data.

In co.ntrast, other blood relatives, most typically siblings of the mother, are rarely
present in intz%ct_ (i.e., two parents presept) family units, but are frequently present in
households whc;"re the father is absent--but mbst typically in minority households. Indeed,
about 21 percent "é)f the black and 16 éercent of the Hispanic household members in units
where the father is absent are other blood relatives, compared with about seven percent

for white units. It is of some interest to note that a substantial proportion of these

relatives are minors, suggesting that there may be a greater tendency for minority

- family units of related individuals to join together for economic or psychological support

in times of family crisis. The extent to wt_)ich these linkages are related to the
employment of the mother or other family m.;x.n.bers and implications for‘the economic
viability .of these family types will be considered below.

It is also useful to‘note from Table 5 that the prevalence of parental partners is a

relatively rare sithation, accounting for about one percent of household members in both

father absent and father present situations. In household units where the child's father is

present, partners account for about five percent of parental ‘companions. This statistic is
somewhat higher for minority households; partners account for about eight percent of
Hispanic and 17 percent of black, in comparison with three percent of white resident
companions.

Before examining household structure from a child's per'spective in greater detail,
it is useful to contrast parental and children's perspectives on this issue. Recall that the
traditional way of viewing households, which counts a household only once (e.g., from an
adult respondent's perspective) providés a quite Adifferent account. For example, if a
woman has three children, her houschold will appear only once in a standard survey data
collection affort; if one were surveying individual children as respendents, her household

would appear three times. Thus, a world viewed fromn a children's perspective would
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profile households which are more heavily represented by children and include a lesser
representation of adults. ‘Tab'le 6 contrasts these perspectives for all the mothers and
children in ou__x- nationally representative sample. Overall, abt;ut forty percent of the
household members in the mother's households are her own children, and another five
percent are o"ther children under the age of eighteen. Thus, from the traditional
household perspe.‘(::tive, about forty-five percent of the household members in the
mother's househoids are minors and 'ﬁfty-five percent are age eighteen or over.
l\I’owever, when one focuses on the children's households, about fifty-three percent are
either the child him or herself or a sibling of that child and an additional 3.8 percent are
other children under age eighteen--a total of about fifty-six percent of all household
members. It may be noted that the discrepgncy using these two approgches is even
somewhat greater for minority mothers and ;h.ildren, reflecting the fact that a larger
proportion of black and Hispanic households have more than one child,

Sur_n mary statistics contrasting these two household perspectives may be found at
the bottom of Table 6. They indicate that, on average, a child's household is almost one
person greater than a mother's household and that all of this difference is related to the
greater number of children. The average numbér of adults in white housecholds when
viewed from the two perspectives is virtgally idéntical because muitiple child and single
child white households each -include z.about the same number of adults. Minority
households viewed from the child's perspectivé have slightly fewer adults than minority
mother households because multiple child minority households have slightly fewer adults
than their single child counterpart households. |

It is useful to 'briefiy consider the economic and social implications of these
contrasting perspectives. The average mother lives in a household which incluées 3.95
individuals and 1.77 children (her own and others). The average child lives in a household

which includes 4.89 individuals and 2.75 children. The mother's household is fifty-five

percent adult, whereas the child's household is forty-four percent adult. In terms of the
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respective housing units being economically viable, everything else being equal, more

children need to be supported in the children's than in the mothers'. households by a

smaller proportion of the household members. From a social—pSychological perspective,

w»
il

the averagé mother has a home enyﬁironment where a larger proportion of adults are
interacting with a smalléx_- number of children. In contrast, the average child is in an
environment which is mqré _chi}d-intensive. Thus, from the perspective of social policy,
program needs viewed Ef-om th; i.&o gémpling épproaches differ considerably.

We now s}}ift to Table 7, which indicates how the household structure viewec_i from

the child's perspective is quite sensitive to the age of the child. Not surprisingly, the

older the child is, the greater the proportion of household residents who are siblings to

that child. For children six and over, about 40 percent bf all household members are

siblings of that child. It should be noted that this particular statistic holds equally for

children living with and without their father. For these older children, the major

. difference in household structure (independent of the actual household size, which will be

‘ considered in Table 8) between father-present and father-absent units reflects the

greater importance of grandparents and other blood relatives in the home where the

) father is absent. It is also worth noting the relatively modest contribution of parental

spouses or partners to these units when viewed from the child's perspective; the mothers

" of seven percent of children in father-absent housecholds have a spouse or partner,

compared with about 18 percent where the father is present. While many women
ultimately will remarry or form new permanent relationships, it is clear that at least in

the short run, this practice does not have a major impact on household structure, at least

for mothers in this 19 to 27 age range.

The above table; have described the household composition of household units
where the child's father is present or absent. It is of equal importance to describe how
these different household situations are associated with household size per se, in

particularly, the mix between children and adults. This distinction is of particular
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importance because the economic viability of the housechold unit rests to a considerable
degree on the employinerﬁ. status of the various adult hou-ehold members. Table 8
synthesizes a: number of these household size dimensions according to the race or
ethnicity of fhe mothers, the presence or absence of ‘the child's father, and the age of the
child. All of éheée mean household statistics of course include the respondent child. It
should be' noted :{;at to the casual reader these household size statis;tics will appear large
in comparison witix other American household statistics. This is because, by definition,
every household in this sample must include at least one child (the index child) and the
age range of the maternal sample guarantees that many of the households ;vill have
several children as well as a spouse. Overau, the average household we are considering
has close to five individuals (4.89 individuals). This statistic is of course also biased
upward because we are examining householgls from each child's perspective; thus, a
household with thrée children will be couhted f.hree times, whereas a household with one
child will only be count.ed once. However, this perspective is appropriate if what one
wishes to examine‘is what a housechold looks like when viewed from the perspective of a
child population.

There are substantial variations in household size by race/ethnicity, with the
average black household being almost one person larger (5.5) than the average white
household (4.6). The average Hispanic }{ousehold~(-5.4) approaches the black household in
size. Almost hahlf of the racial/ethr;ic differences in household size reflect differences in
the number of children present. Wkite households avefage 2.47 children, almost all
shildren of the female respondent. B8lack and Hispanic families included 3.23 and 3.14
children, respectively, with about half the difference between the white and minority
families reflecting the fact that minority families are more likely than white families to
include other children who were not born to the child's mother.

. There are significant differences in household size between households where the

child's father is present or absent, but the pattern, at first glance, appears counter~

- 21 -
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intuitive; father-absent households are larger than father-present households. This
pattern réflects entirely the fact that black and Hispanic father-absent households are

significantly larger than their father-present counterparts. For white households, the

v

opposite pattern exists. The minority father-absent household units are larger than the

father-present almost e;'ltirely because of the presence of additional children not
belonzing to the female respondent. Iniersstingly, the total number of adults in the

,

black father-absent household_s is essentially identical to, and the total number of adults

N !

in Hispanic~households 1s only slightiy below, the number of adults in the father-present
hourseholds, as:'other related famiiy members are-present instead of the absent father.
As Table 5 indic?gtes, these are presumably grandparents and other blood relatives of the
child. These othér blood relatives apparently a}_so typically have their own children who
are incorporated into the household unit. White father-absent household units, ir

contrast, are somewhat smaller than their father-present counterparts, reflecting both a

modestly smaller number of children and adults m the father-absent households.

1

The net result of the above differences in‘ the number of adults and children in the
father-present and father-absent households is that households without fathers include a
somewhat lower proportion of adults. This is particularly true for minority families. The

percent of Hispanic household members who are adult are 44 and 39 percent,

.respectively, in the two household typeé and the comparable black statistics are 43 and

41. 'Thus, it is perhaps fair to conclude that the father-absent minority households are
f;equently augmented by secondary families or that, conversely, the woman and her,
children move in with other related family units. There is ceasiderable replacement of
fathers by other adult faﬁily members. These adults typically have substantial numbers
of children of their own with the net impact of the transition from father-present to
father-absent typically .being a decrease in the percentage of the household which is

adult and a concomitant increase in the proportion of household members who are

economically dependent.
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In Tables 5 through 7 we described the overall distribution of all household
memberé. It is useful to now consider the household structure from a slightly different
perspective--whether or not selected categories of relatives or non-relatives are present
in the househol’vd. From a social networking perspective, it is important to know whether
or not a childiliv.gs in t_he same environment as, for example, a sibling or grondparnnt.
The presence of a grandparent can perhaps increase the viability of employment options
for the child's mofher, while at the same time leaving the young child in an emotionally
supportive environment. The presence of siblings is known to be related to the nature of
a child's intellectual and emotional development (e.g., Zajonc, 1976; Mott énd Haurin,
1982) and, in addition, is an important indicator of the extent to which potential
resources need to be.shared. P

As may be seen in Table %, overall, 63 percent of all the #LSY children have at
least one sibling in their home, with the percentage being slightly higher where the
father of the child is present and slightly'lower where he is absent. In all family
situations, minority children are more likely to have a sibling. Also, about one in three
father-absent children have at least one grandparent present, and 30 percent have at
least one other blood relative in their home, compared with very small percentages for
children who are living with both parents. Once again, the presence of these relative
types is much more common in minorit; families.

There are also racial and ethnic distinctions in the presence of a maternal partner,
regardless of whether or not this partner is the child's father., In houéeholds where the
child's father is present, about cne in six black fathers are defined as a partner rather
than spouse. In co-ntrast, in households where the father is absent, only a modest
proportion, about five percent, of minority family units include a maternal partner, but
ten percent of white family units include a partner. In addition, white children not living
with their fathers are much more likely to have a remarried mother than their minority

counterpart. About 23 percent of white childrengnot living with their father have a

- AN .
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remarried mother, compared with about 12 percent for comparable Hispanic and eight
percent f('?l' black children. While interpreting the rationale for these racial/ethnic
differences are b."eyond the scope of t.jgxis paper, it c:cartainly suggests that the motivations
behind the lack of a fathe‘r's presencei_.‘;n ay vary between the different groups.
Table 10 documents h_ow the pre;ence of different relationship categories in father-
present and father-absent‘householdS' is closely related to the age of the child. For
. - : .
example, in father-absent hoﬁseholdé, grandparents and other blood relatives are much
more prevalent' when the child is young, undoubtedly reflecting the greater need of the
child's mother fb}‘ psychological support as well as childcare assistance. One should also
consider in this éontext the essentially different nature and complexity of the pérental
sitgation where the child is very young in comparison with when the child is older. If the

father is no longer present when the child is very young, the implication is that the child

was born and rdised almost from birth in a father-absent environment, where the mother

" typically might requirs help from other family members. In contrast, a father-absent

household for a six-year-old rhild might present a considerably different environment, as

in many instances the father would have been present in the household through the child's

.infant and preschool years.

In addition, for older children jn a father-absent environment, the presence of a
new father ’figure"eithe'r a new spouse or partner to the mother—-is‘ not a rare event.
Whereas the mother of only about ten percent of father-absent children under the age of
three has a new man in the house (either spouse or partner), this statistic has increased
t< about 33 percent where the child is six or older.. This of course reflects the fact that,
on average, the mothers of older children have had more years. in which to form new
permanent relationships.

The above‘discussion has focused on the presence of various relatives or non-
relatives in the chila’s home. From both an economic and psychological perspective,

perhaps the most important dimension of houschold structure in the father-absent
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Table 10 Percent of Households Which Include Specified Category of Household Member by Presence or Absence of
Father and Age of Child '

A11 Households % Father Absent Father Present
| 6 & 6 & 6 &
Total 0-2 3-5 over Total 0-2 3-5 over Total 0-2 3-5 _over
*  Mother of child 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Spouse of mother 67.8 72.9. 67.3 56.1 14,9 5.8 16.1 23.9 94.7 94.4 95.2 93.8
Sibling of child _ . 63.5 51.5 71.0  80.3 59.1 45.8 56.2 76.6 65.7 53.3 79.1 84.6
- Grandparent(s) of child 13.2 13.0 13.3 13.7 31.8 42.6 30.0 22.1 3.8 3.5 4.2 3.9
i! Other blood relative(s) . _
of child 12.7 12.7 12.6 13.0 29.6 39.1 28.5 20.7 4.1 4.3 3.9 3.9
. Non-blood relative(s® - _ ‘
. of child . 3.3 3.8 3.2 2.1 3.5 5.5 2.5 2.4 3.3 3.3 3.5 1.7
. Partner of mother B 5.7 5.0 5.6 7.9 7.0 4,2 7.4 2.8 5.0 5.2 4.6 5.7
Other 2.2 2.3 2.1 1.7 4.4 5.5 5.0 2.5 1.0 1.3 7.6 ©
r , .
! .
Y MNumber of children 4167 1931 1391 801 1732 600 615 497 2435 1331 776 304




situation is whether or not g_rﬂ_adult other than the mother is present. The presence of
other adults can act as a bsychological buffer for the mother and child during times of
crisis. Also, o!ther adults undoubtedly ease childcare constraints for tnothers who wish to
work. As Tab}e 11 shows, fully forty percent of children in father-absent environments
live in homes Evhere the mother is the only resident adult. This pattern varies modestly
by race, being gréatest for black and least for white homes. However, the relationship
between the ﬁkéﬁhood of other adults being present and the child's age shows
considerable variation by race. The ;youngest white children are most likely to be living
only with their mother, but the likelihood of no other adult being present declines as the
child ages. In contrast, the youngest black children are much less likely to be living only
with their mother (as the oniy other adult pre§_ent), but this likelthood increases sharply
as the child ages. In&eed, for children age si.x and over, fully half of black children in
father-absent horr;es live with th~!"-mother ' ; the nlv adu't, compared with thirty-two
percent for white children. This partly reflects the lesser tendency of black women to
marry or remarry. It also is strongly consistent with the _notion that stereotypical ideas
of black youth having more support from readily available extended family networks are
not always entirely accurate. The large proportions of black school-age children living
on_ly with their mother, in conjunction with their lower family incohe, suggests that

there may be a greater need for black children to cope on their own in "latchkey"

situations than is true for white school-age children.

Household Structure, Employment, and Pove;rty Status

From an cconomic perspective, one important value of the presence of other adult
household members rests on their ability to contribute to the household's income. The
series of tables which follow clarify the extent to which variations in the presence or
absence of particular categories of relatives or friends (which we know are closely

associated with the mother's marital status or from the perspective of a child, the
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Table 11 Percent of Children Living in Households Where the Mother is the Only Adult:
Children in Father-Absent Households

Age of Child

6 and

Total 0-2 3-5 over
Total 1 o 40.8 39.0 41.0 42.2
White . 37.9 40.7 39.5 31.7
Black % 43.7 36.3 43,6 51.2
Hispanic 40.9 43.8 36.8 42.7

Note: A1l cell sample sizes exceed 50.
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presence of a father) impact on the ability of a household unit to maintain its economic
viability.

Employrr_xlent of Selected Household Members. Table 12 indicates the percent of
adult (age 18 and over) bousehold members who worked at some time during the year
preceding the:ini:erview date and shows how the employment likelihood of different
categories of frie;xds or relatives is sensitive to the race or ethnicity of the respondent as
well as the presen;:e or absence of the child's father.

Overall, about 69 percent of all adults and 31 percent of all household members
(regardless of age) in the child's household indicated that they were employed at some

time during the preceding year. Where the child's father was present, 75 percent of

adults indicated some employment, compared with 58 percent of adults in households

-

whe;'e the child's father was absent. Substantial differences between the father-present
and -father-absent households are also evidenced if one con-'xpares statistics for all
household members. |

#lost of the difference in the employment level of adults between father-present
and father-absent households r;aflects the fact that the dominant wage earner, the
mother's spouse, is absent from the father-absent householdt. While we have seen that
there is a substantial replacement of spouses by other relatives, particularly
grandparents and friends, these other- relatives are substantially less likely to be
employed than is the mother's spouse. The relative importance of changing household
structure and changing employment tendéncies of specific categories of household
members is synthesized in Table 13. In this table, the proportions of the decline in
overall adult employment (which may be attributed to these two components) as one
moves from father-present to father-absent households is noted. Overall, of the 17
percentage point decline (from 75 rztcent to 58 percent)-in the percent of adults 18 and
ovex; employed, about 14 percentage points may be attributed to changes in the

composition of adult household members and three percentage points to changes in the

-28-
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Table 12 Proportion of Each Category of Household Member (Age 18 and Abuve) Who Worked During the Year, by Father
Presence or Absence Status and Race/Ethnicity

]

Father Present Father Absent

Total White Black Hispanic fTota1 White Black Hispanic Total White Black Hispanic

Mother of child 56.7 59.5 51.6 ' 48.8 58.8 58.7 63.6 53.9 52.7 62.3 46.2 38.1
Spouse of mother 93.5 94.9 86.7 88.9 ' 93.5 94.6 88.1 89.0 94,2 99.8 80.3 88.02
. ) . . 7

Grandparent(s) ‘

of child 62.6 69.0 58.6 55.4 64.4 66,6 72.0%  47.8 62.2 69.8 57.3 58,2
Other blood . .

relative(s) of 51,0 66.4 44,2 55.6 67.8 75,92 59,52 61.7 48.1 62.8 43.5 51.8
child
Non-blood

relative(s) of  70.3 77.7 62.9 60.4 74.1 78.4 67.6° 67.8 61.1 75.3% s59.62 27.1°
child

Partner of mother 85.9 87.9 84.9 79.3 80.3 84.4 78.4 71.82 93.6 91.8% 95.8% 100.0°
Other 61.5 59.5 57.9%  75.0 61.5 61.4% 2.7 79,90 61.4 58.9% 66.0°  70.3°
Percent of

adults employed 69.3 74.8 57.1 63.2 75.2  76.3 73.7 69.2 58,0 69.4 50.1 50.3

~ Percent-of all

household members 30.8 33.8 24.6 27.5 33.7 34,4 31.8 30.8 25.5 31.7 21.5

20.8
_emgloyed

3Ce11 size < 50.

b

Cell size « 25.




likelihood of specific categories of adults (e.g., grandparents, non-blood relatives) being
employed.5 There are substantial racial/ethnic differences, however, not only in how the
absence of a father is associz;ted with the overall household employment,.but also how
the changes reflect changes in household structure in comparison with changes in
nousehold cateigory-specific employment rates. I; may be seen that the absence of a
father is only z;_:ssociated with modest differences in adult employment in white
households, but much more substantial differences in adult employment for minority
families. In addition, in white households, a fairly substantial negative impact of
household structure on employment is partially offset by a compensating higher level of
employment for some household members in father-absent househoids, in comparison
with their father-present counterparts. For example, mothers, their spouses or partners,

and grandparents are slightly more likely to‘ b.e employed in white househol@s when a
child's father is not present.

In contrast, the v;ary substantial difference in overall adult employment levels
between father-present and father-absent minority households reflects in a major way
both differences in household stx.-ucture as well as a much lower level of employment by
many of their major household actors. In black households, the absence of a father is
associated with much lower levels of employment by the child's mother (46 percent
compared with 64 percent), grandparent(s) (57 percent compared with 72 percent) and
other blood relatives, primarily aunts or uncles of the child, (80 percent compared with
68 percent). In Hispanic households, the major reason for the éomponent of the decline
due to houschold category-s‘pecific employment rates is the lower levels of employment
“in father-absent families by the child's inother (38 percent compared with 58 percent)
and other blood relatives of the child. In summary, it may be concluded that virtually all
of the differences bétween white and minlprity father-present and father-absent
housechold employment rates reflect the lesser tendency of specific minority father-

‘absent housechold members to be employed; the impact of changes in household structure

per se on employ‘ment levels js virtually identical across the races.



Table 13 Difference in Annual (Adult) Employment Attachment Between Father Present and
Father Absent Households Which Can Be Attributed to Changes in (1) Household
Structure and (2) Household Category-Specific Employment Rates

»
]

: 1}ota1 White Black Hispanic

Differences in percentage employed ‘-i7.2 -6.9 -23.6 -18.9
(father absent-father present)

Due to household struefure diff;rence ;;14.3 -10.9 -13.1 -10.4

Due to emp]oymeqt rate difference -2.9 +4,0 -10.5 -8.5




Maternal Employment. We now focus more specifically on the mother's
employment, how it is related to different family arrangements, and how interpreting the
significancc_a of maternal employment is extremely sensitive to the household perspective
one is utilizin_‘g.6 Viewing maternal employment from the-perspect.ive of a child is
considerably :iif.ferent. from the standard. ways in which one considers female
employment--fror;\ the \;vomen's own perspective, usually in relation to her youngest
child. We will ut;nze the more detailed employment statistics available for the mother

for the week preceding the 1384 interview.

Table 14 indicates that, from the perspective of the children (i.e., counting’a

mother one time for each child she has in the household), about 40 percent of children's
mothers were employed during the survey wee__l_(, with white mothers having substantially
higher levels of employment than minority mothers. In all cases, children in households
which also included at least one sibling (i.e., where the mother has at least two children)
were substantially less likely to be employed. For white women, the presence of a
grandparent of the child (primarily graridmother) in the home substantially enhanced her
employment probability (51 percent compared with an overall 43 percent). However, no
similar effect was found for minority women who, if anything, were somewhat less likely
to be working if a grandparent was present.

There are major differences betwéen white and minority mothers in how having a
child's father present or absent is associated with their own employment. While white
mothers in father-absent hom‘es are substantially more likely to have been employed (50
percent compared with 41 percent) than white mothers in father-present homes, a
substantial association in the oppdsite direction appears for minority, particularly black,
mothers. Only about 31 percent of the black mothers in father-absent homes are
employéd, compared with 47 percent of their father-present counterparts. In addition,
the presence of grandparents or other adult relatives in households where the child's

father is not present apparently has an employment-enhancing effect only in white |

- 32"
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"Table 14 Mother's Survey Week Employment by Father Presen:e or Absence Status,

Race/Ethnicity, and the Presence or Absence of Selected Other Family Members:
The Child's Perspective : :

Total Father Present Father Absent

Total Race : .
A1l mothers . 40.3 40.8 39.3
Spouse present " . 40.9 40.7 42.7
Child sibling(s) present . . 32.8 33.7 30.8
Grandparent(s) present . ; 39.8 37.8 40,2
Other blood relatives L 36.6 33.6 37.4
White
A1l mothers . 42.9 40.8 50.3
Spouse present . 40.9 40.6 45,2
Child sibling(s) -present . : 34.6 33.1 41,4
Grandparent(s) present 50.9 35.1 57.2
Other blood relative(s) 44.0 . 31.7 50.7
) Black .
_A11 mothers 35.6 46.5 30.8
‘Spouse present . 47.2 49.1 38.2
- Child sibling(s) present’ 31.2 44.2 25.0
Grandparent(s) present 32.8 54.9 30.6
. Other blood relative(s) 33.3 44.8 32.2
h Hispanic .
A1l mothers 32.2 34.4 27.8
L Spouse present 34.0 34.0 33.7
Child sibling(s) present . 24.6 27.7 17.2
Grandparent(s) present 29.4 24.2 31.4
| Other blood relative(s) 28.5 28.9 28.2
=
3
-
.
L

44,




housc_aholds, although the effect tends to be modest. In general, the presence of other
adult relatives in the black father-absent household (with the exception of a spouse) does
not enhance th.;a likkelinhood of é mother's employment.

Table lswg'provides survey week employment statistics generated in the more
traditional manné|r,' counting 'a woman in a family only once. These employment rates
are systematicall};_ higher--since a woman in a household is counted only once even if she
has several children, and women with more than one child are somewhat less likely to be
employed than mothers with only one child. If the substantive focus of one's reseafch is
on maternal behavior, then this table would be more appropriate for analysis than Table
14. However, if one's focus is on the implications of maternal behavior for the child,
then Table 14 would lead to misinterpretations regarding the rele.va‘nce of some
dimensions of maternal employmen_t, in the aggregate, for children’s outcomes. rrom the
children's perspectives, 'the reality of the situation is that their mothers are somewhat
less likely to be working than standard.maternal employment statistics would suggest.

Tables 15 and 17 present the maternal employment statistics in somewhat greater
detail in relationship to children's age, race/ethnicity, and father's presence-or absence,
comparing once again the maternal employment patterns when considered from the
children's as well as the mother's perspectivi:. Overall, a tt;tal of about 40 percent of the
children had a mother who worked either part or full time at some time during the survey
week, (Table 16), but about 45 percent of the mothers reported that they worked during
that week (Table 17).

The employment rates in relation to the age of the children illustrate more
dramatically how the different ways of assembling the data can provide different
perspectives regarding the potentialiimpact of mother's employment on children--when
one is focusing on an age group of women who are currently building families at a rapid
rate. It may be seen in Table 18, which focuses on mother's employment from the

perspective of all their children, that the levels of maternal employment are essentially

LR



Table 15 Mother's Surwvey Week Employment by Father's Presence or Absence Status, Race/Ethnicity,
‘ and the Presence or Absence of Selected Other Family Members: The Mother's Perspective

Total Father Present Father Absent
Total Race -
AVl mothers ; 45.2 45.7 44.3
Spouse present . 45.7 46.0 43.4
Child sibling precent 34.5 35.0 33.6
Grandparent(s) present 43.6 40.2 44,3
Other blood retative(s) 39.2 42.8 39.8
White
A11 mothers 47.9 45.9 53.6
Spouse present 45.7 45.9 43.0
Child sibling present 36.2 34.5 42.5
Grandparent(s) present 55.5 36.4 61.6
Other blood relative(s) 7.1 . 37.1 64.5
Black
A1l mothers 38.7 48.4 35.0
Spouse present : 51.3 52.6 45.9
Child sibling present 31.8 44,4 27.0
Grandparent(s) present 34,5 55.8 32.7
Other blood relative(s) 34.5 42.0 34.0
Hispanic . .
A11 mothers 39.1 40.6 36.5
Spouse present 40.4 40.4 40.6
Child sibling present 28.1 30.1 24.1
Grandparent(s) present 37.5 32.7 39.0
Other blood relative(s) ‘ .35.7 29.5 38.3
]
; 4
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Table 16 Mother's Survey Week Employnent Status by RacefEthatcity, Age of Chi1d, end Father Presence/Absence: The Child's Perspective

ﬂiv‘
&

Total Father Present

Father Absent

Percent Percent  Percent Sample Percent Percent  Percent Sample  Percent Perceat  Percent
Fulltine Part time fot working Size

Fulltime Part time Not working Size Fulltime Part time Mot working Size -

Sample

Total 89 1.3 5.8 13 8,5 1 5.3 2282

02 J.2z 19 §0.8 1628 2.0 130 60,0 124]
3 05 1LY 51,6 1337 031l 56,9 143
§ and over 30.4 §.8 §0.8 m 0.1 1.9 62.0 Ml
White 8 1l §7.1 1350 Bl 17 82 1414
0-2 83 18 5.9 946 a3 13 §9.4 14
3 9 1l 5.8 660 8,2 10 6.8 443

§ and over 34 84 58,2 3 2.4 7.8 62,8 1§

Black w9 W07 6.4 1284 A KA 53,5 308
0-2 WA N 69.9 510 269 138 9,3 201
35 23 1) 60,0 13 0.8 154 4,8 14l
6 and over 20 89 63.0 EH] i.3 6.5 52,2 5
Hispanic (AN 61.8 L 5.2 A2 65.6 493
-2 2.7 9.1 68,2 n 2.8 10,0 66,2 il
35 29 69 5.2 U 80 19 63,2 159
6 and over 0.6 .6 08 19 g - 107 61,6 5

9.8
k3
30.8

06,

FINE

40,6
3.9

40,0

2,2
1.5

2.5

4.1

2.3
19,9
25,6
21,5

0.5
8.5
10.4
0,6

9.9
9.9
104

9.7
1.4
11,5
10,8

5.5
6.8
40
5.0

60,7
63.4
58.8
59.8

9.7
49,5
4,7
50,7

69,2
151
6.0

69.3

1.2
13.8
69,5
13,6

1656

56l
59

481

53
mn
2
14

886

309

91

L

254
100
86
63

Note: Percentages may not sun to 100 because of rounding,
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wother Survey Week Employment Status by Race/Ethnicity, Age of Yousgest Child, and Father®s Presence/Absence: The Mother's Perspective

Total Father Present Father Absent

Percent Percent  Percent Sample Percent Percent  Percent Sample ~Percent Percent  Percent Sample
Fulltime Part time Hot working Size Fulltime Part, time Not working Size Fulltime Part time HNot working Size

32.4 12.8 54.8 2455 3.1 14.4 54.5 1445 35.1 9.4 55.5 1010

28.5 12.8 58.8 1579 28,0 14.1 57.9 1066 29.8 8.7 61.5 513

31.7 14.4 47.9 664 39,5 16.8 43.7 312 35.5 11.6 52.9 352

er 47,9 1.9 44,2 212 43,4 9.6 41.1 67 50,5 . - 7.0 42.6 145
34.0 13.9 52,1 1261 30,5 15.1 | 54.4 916 45,6 9.9 44.5 345

30.0 13.9 56.1 834 28,0 14.5 57.4 676 40.5 10.5 49,0 158

40.0 15.1 44.9 324 38.3 17.1 44.6 189 43.3 11.2 45.5 135

er 54.2. 1.3 38.5 90 42.9 9.6 47.4 48~ 444 2 503 e “30.3 49
8.0  10.7 1.3 179 %9 13,9 51,2 247 24,9 9.2 65.9 532

23.7 9.2 67.1 432 30.4 12.9 56.8 160 19,7 7.1 13.2 272

30.6 1_5.3 5.1 240 41.4 20.7 38.0 68 26.5 13.3 60.2 172

er 39.0 7.2 53.7 95 NA NA NA 16 358.7 8.7 55.7 79
29.8 9.4 60.9 449 29.7 10.8 59.5 300 29.9 6.4 63.7 149

25.3 10.2 65.4 313 26,0 11.2 62.8 230 22,9 7.4 69.7 83

41,4 5.7 52.9 100 48,3 6.6 45.1 55 32.5 4.4 63.1 45

er NA NA KA 27 NA NA HA 10 NA NA NA 17

centages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
= Sample size under 40.

50



invariant with the age of the child. This is because in most cases the older children have
younger siblings who essentially determine the level of the mother's employment. This
table presents a more realistic picture of maternal employment from the children's

perspective.

In contrast, Table 17, which relates .maternal employment in the more traditional

\

manner to the agé of the mother's youngest child, documents sharp incre:===in rzz=rnal
employment as the youngest child sges. Thus, the overall emplormen: o £ 7 ooszhers
whose youngest child is six or over of about 56 percent (48 percer.. fullt anc © aree:i

part-time) portrays a situation which holds for only a small proportion-—about 25 percent-
_ -of the children age six and above in the sample. Thus, while a full cross;section of
children age six and above in the' sample has about 40 percent of their mothers working,
the percentage rises to about 56 percent when focusgng on that unreprese;xtative subset
wﬁo are six or.blder, but with no younger siblings. Essentially, the traditional way of
examining employment‘ s‘tatistics, which focuses on the mother from the perspective of
the youngest child, leads to a major overstatement in quantifying the implications of
maternal employment for child outcomes or behaviors.7 |
Regardless of which e&\ployment perspectives are considered, it is clear that the
differences in the pattern of female einployment in relationship to the presence or
absence of the child's father are extremely sensitive to the race or ethnicity of the
mother. This issue has already bee‘n considered from the perspective of all household
members earlier in this péper. Regardless of the age of the child, white children in
father-absen'r. households are much more likely to have working mothers than comparable
children in father-prensent homes. In sharp contrast, the opposite result appears for black
houscholds, with the Hispanic pattern being somewhat erratic but closer to the black'
pattern. About 50 percent of the white mothers of father-absent children are employed
full or part time, compared with about 30 percent for their black or Hispanic

counterparts, and, as explained earlier, this pattern is essentially insensitive to the age

of the child.



Yost of the difference in maternal employment between the two perspectives is in
the fulltirﬁe coméonent of employment. The differences in the percent of mothers
working part-time is modest, indicating that differences in part-time employment
patterns betweer{ women with one or Several childre;n are not conseqguential.

The policy implications and the:: causal reasoning behind the racial distinctions is

beyond the scope of this.'paper. ItAis, however, fair to conclude that to the extent

’

maternal employmeht enhances a family's economic well-being but perhaps in some

N !

respects ha‘s detrimeh‘tal implicati'ons for a child's development, this racial/ethnic
distinction warx}z.mts further examination.

Child Care Utilization. For those mothers who are employed, their abi}ity to
access child care, and the nature of the child care arrangement is also sensitive to the
race or ethnicity of the mother and the presenceé or absence of the ‘father in the
household.8 As Table 18 indicz;teS, there are distinct racial and ethnic differences in the
‘tendency of a mother to' access childcare, whether it be a formal group arrangement or a
‘more casual use of relatives or friends. Thése differences are most apparent in those
households where the child's fat.her is not present; whereas about half of the youngest
children in white father-absent households are utilizing childcare, significantly smaller
percentages—about 37 percent of black and 29 percent of Hispanic--children are being
_cared for in childcare arrangements.

In addition to the overall racial/ethnic distinctions, it may be seen that there are
major differences in the type of childcare assistance a mother utilizes.9 Overall, white
mothers are much more likely to report that their husband or partner is watching their
youngest child than are minority mothers (24 percent of childcare users compared with
ten percent). White children are also more likely to be watched by non-relatives in their
own or oiher homes thén are minority children. In contrast, minority children are much

more likely to be watched by grandparents or other relatives and slightly more likely to

be in formal preschool or daycare arrangements.
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| - Table 18 Type of (Primary) Child Care Use for Youngest Child, by Presence or Absence of Father and Race/Ethnicity

Father Present Father Absent

Total White Black Hispanic Total White Black Hispanic Total White Black Hispanic

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Percent using v
child care for !

employment , 43.6 45;4 41.6 35.4 44,1 43.8 51.0 38.5 42.6 50.7 37.4 29.0
) training, or
" education
; Total users 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
£
i{ " Child's father, v )
- stepfather, or 19.8 24,0 10.0 9.4 26.1 28.7 20.3 10.4 7.1 9.8 3.7 6.6
‘ partner
[; Grandparent 25.3 21.8 34.4 32.5 23.5 21.5 29.3 -33.5 29.1 22.6 37.5 29.7
ﬂ; Other relative 12.7 9.6 21.3 17.3 10.4 .8.2 18.8 20.6 17.3  14.0 22.8 8.1
Nonrelative in :
child's home 4.2 5.0 1.7 4.5 3.8 3.9 2.6 5.0 5.0 8.1 1.1 3.0

= Nonrelative in .
other home 18.8 21.2 11.6 17.4 17.8 19.2 10.3 15.0 21.1  27.3 12.4 23.8

Nursery/pro-

fessional/group 12,2 10.9 15.7 13.9 11.3- 10.6 15.8 11.1 14,1 11.8 15.7 21.6
daycare/school

B

Watches child
. while working 6.1 7.4 2.6 3.7 6.8 7.9 1.8 4.3 4,1 5.8 3.2 1.9

v

ie=  Other 0.8 0.2 2.7 1.4 0.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 2.3 0.8 3.7 5.4

;l_ _Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.




While some of the overall racial/ethnic differences reflect the greater tendency of
minority,"particularly black, children to be in homes where the father is absent, most of

the differences are genuine reflect_;ions of racial and ethnic differences in childcare
. f

utilization independent og the presen(-;e or absence of a child's father. These differences
can of course reflect differing cult:ural orientations towards child raising, ecological
factors relating to the r;aady accessibility of friends or relatives or differences in
. . )

economic resources. In all .likeliho.od, they are related to all of these factors. For
example, focusing on households where a child's father is present, white mothers are
most likely to u;ilize a child's father for childcare assistance, black :pothers somewhat
less, and Hispani..;c mothers the least. In contrast, minority mothers are much moré likely
to use grandparentlél assistance, partly reflecting the fact, clearly shown in Table 9, that
minority households are soniewhat more likely than white households to have a
grandparent living in the home (of course, they may alsc “e more likely to ﬁave a
" grandmother living in the neighborhood). Minority mothers in households where the
child's father is present are also inuch more likely than white mothers to utilize other
relatives for childcare help. This may also partly reflect a greater physical proximity of
. other relatives in minority environments.

An examination of childcare use patterns in the father absent households also
suggests major racial/ethnic differences, but the pattern is somewhat more erratic.
White mothers are most‘ likely and black mothers least likely to utilize a spouse for
childcare assistance, paralleling the racial/ethnic differences in marriage and remarriagé
patterns. Blacks in particular, but also Hispanics, are more likely to utilize
grandparcntal assistance, also reflecting the greater tendency of minority families to
have a grandparent (primarily grandmother) present when the father of the child is
absent.

Black women are also Imore likeiy than others to utilize other relatives fc;r

assistance. In contrast, Hispanic mothers in father-absent environments are least likely
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to use other blood relatives of the child for help. These Hispanic mothers are, however,
most likely to utilize formal group arrangements. Finally, white and Hispanic mothers
are much :more fil(ely to take their._.children to bq supervised by non-relatives in other
non-home arrange ments but which ar;lnot formal d;ycare.

Poverty Status. F:;‘om an econfc)mic perspective, the most direct test of whether
the differences in househdld sjtuations and the work propensities of various iiousehold
members between households ivhere !;he'fat‘ner is present or absent make a difference is
whether these _.factors impact on the ability of the household unit to maintain an
accepfabl.e standard of living. The father-absent household is handicapped for a variety
of reasons--the ;'nuch lower probability that a male breadwinner is present, the need for
the mother to make acceptable childcare arrangements at reasonable costs if she wants

to worX, the mother's probable lesser ability to obtain reasonable employment at a

livable wage, the somewhat greater proportion of household members who are children,

and, for minority fumilies, the significantly lower probability that other adult household

" members will be working.

It should be noted that the. official definition of family poverty status (U.S. Bureau

_of the Census, 1985: Appendix A) would not include a partner as a member of the family

or include his income in the family income definition. In order to consider the import-

"ance of the partner's contribution to the family, we have altered the poverty definition

to incorporate the partner and his income into the family unit. While we would have
liked to include the income of other non-relatives in our analysis, this was not possible
because the information was not available. This should not cause any major distortion in
the discussion, because, as'may be noted from many of the tabulations, adult non-
wrelatives (excluding a partner) account for only a very small proportion of all household

members. In any event, for this section only, the focus of the discussion must of necessi-

ty switch to a family (all relatives plus partner) from a household (all residents) concept.



Table 19 contrasts the proportions of children living in poverty using the standard
definition of "family" and our alternative definition which considers a partner as a family
me mber. and includes his earnings in the family's income. Overall, 33.5 percent of all the
ch‘ildren reside in a family which has an income below the poverty threshhold, wnhen the
official defin.iition of "family" and poverty status is utilized; this percentage declines
sligntly to 31.4 'i.)er:cent when the partner is incorporated into the family unit. It may
also bé noted from Table 19 that children in father-absent families are much more likely
to be living in poverty, regardless of the definition of Zamily/poverty utilized. When
partners are included, about 16 percent of children in father-present families are living

in poverty, compared with 63 percent of children in families where the father is

absent.10 It is important to note that it is the absence of a maternal spouse or to a

lesser degree, a maternal pértner, more than .—tt.le absence of a child's father per se which
appears to be the relevenf consideration. From an economic perspective, children living
with parental spouses who are indeed the children's father are more advantaged, children
living with parental spouses who are not the children's father are slightly less well off,
and chiidren living with parental partners are slightly -more disadvantaged than either of
the above two groups. The lesser advantage of children who are .h'ving with spousal
partners undoubtedly reflects a number of factors. Maternal partriexs are less likely to
be employed than maternal spouses (sée Table 12). Also, a partner's presence in the
home is probably, on average, more transient, and thus may contribute less to the
household income on an annual basis. An average partner may also have less of a
psycho'logical commitment to the mother and households and thus may be less willing to
contribute financially. to its support. Finally, the'a«.erage young partner may be less
educated and skilled than the average spouse, earning a lower wage, and thus be in a
gioorer position to contribute to thé houschold's well-being.

Focusing more speci'fically on families which include partners, it may be seen that

the evidenced well-being of children in those families is heavily contingent on the



- Table 19 Percent of Children Living in Family Units Which are in Poverty, by Race/Ethaicity, Father's
' Presence or Absence, and Maternal Partner Presence or Absence: The Impact of Including and
Excluding Partners' Income

Tota] Total " Total Total
- Including Excluding Including:Excluding Including Excluding Including Excluding
Partner Partner Partner :Partner Partner Partner Partner Partner
- Total 31.4 33.5 3. 21.3 23.0 60.4 63.8 40.5 42.7
(3751) . (1919) (1194) (638)
- ; ¢
B Spouse present - 14,8 - ! 12,5 .- 25.8 -- 24.8
% Partner present 41,2 " 77.0 35.7 72.1 49.1 87.1 45.4 72.8
. Spouse and i
. partner absent -- 4 72.5 - 63.8 - 78.5 -- .16.9
. Father present 15.9 17.6 13.3 14.2 . 28.0 35.5 26.8 28.5
(2205) (1393) (392) (420)
Spouse present -- 14.2 - 12.2 - 23.3 -- 24.7
Partner present 44.6 77.3 ° 43.5 73.6 44.3 86.3 43.8 68.4
Father aﬁsent 62.6 65.6 49.5 54.0 74.8 76.3 69.5 72.7
. (1546) (526) (802) (218)
Spouse present -- 22.3 -- 16.9 -- 39.1 -= NA
: [
- Partner absent 36.5 76.6 27.2 70.4 -- HA - NA
Spouse and -- 72.5 -- 63.8 - 78.5 -~ 76.9

_ partner absent

Note: Sample sizes in parentheses.

. NA = sample size less than 50.




r«-.

-1
—

family/poverty definition utilized: when the partner's earnings are excluded, 77 percent
of the children are definéd as living in poverty, not very different from the 73 percent
for children living with a moiher who has neither a partner'or spouse. When the partner
is included, the percent of children in partner-present families living in poverty declines
to 41 percent. The above results highlight the importance of presenting official income
and poverty stat:istics utilizing alternative definitions for this increasingly important
subset of families.

While white children clearly are living in more favorable economic circumstances
than minority children, even after taking into account whether or not the child's father is
present, it shm'xld be noted that within the father-pxjesent or father-absent Subsets,
racial/ethnic differgnces in poverty status are.greatly reduced. For example (using the
partner-inclusive definition), overall, 21 percent of the white children live in poverty,
compared with 60 percent for the black children. However, in father-present households
the two statistics are 13 and 28 percent, and in father absent househclds, 50 and 75
percent. Thus, a substantial proportion of the differenée between black and white
poverty among children is directly associated with differences in household structure, in
particular, the lesser presence of the child's father as well as the lesser tendency of
other houschold members to be employefi.

Tables 20 and 21 directly compare the structure of households in and out of poverty
as well as differences in household structure jointly associated with father presence or
absence and poverty status. (These tables incorporate the official definition of poverty.
The results cited are unessentially unchanged if the alternate definition is used as,
overall, partners cons;titute only a small percentage of all household members. Using the
alternate definition increases slightly the percent of non-poverty household members who
are partners and decreases the percentage of poverty household members who are
partners.) Table 20 indicates how one clear manifestation of poverty status is houseshold
size, ‘particularly the presence of more children and, for both white and minority

families, the greater proportions of household members who are children.



Table 20 Distribution of A1l Household Members by Race/Ethnicity and Family Poverty Status

Total Race White Black Hispanic
Not in . Not in Not in Not in
In Poverty Poverty In Poverty Poverty In Poverty Poverty In Poverty Poverty
: Total
Child 18’.."9 21.8 21.1 22.1 17.1 21.1 17.8 20.3
*  Mother of child 18.9 21.8 21.1 22.1 17.1 21.1 17.8 20.3
' Spouse of mother 5.7 19.0 9.2 20.1 2.1 12.7 6.7 17.2
‘ Sibling(s) of child 33.6 3.1 34.4 31.1 32.2 31.2 35.5 30.8
: Grandparent (s)
- of child 6.1 2.4 4.1 1.9 7.9 5.4 6.5 2.9
e Other blood relative(s)
) of child
f. <
i Less than 18 6.2 1.0 ,1.7 0.6 10.5 2.4 5.8 2.7
= 12 and over 5.8 1.3 2.3 0.8 9.4 3.6 4.4 2.1
¥ Non-blood relative(s)
of child
Less than 18 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.6
18 and over 0.6 0.9 0.3 0.6 0.7 1.7 0.8 2.0
= Partner of mother 2.6 0.5 3.2 0.4 2.1 0.7 2.5 0.8
‘§j Other
= Less than 18 0.7 0.1 0.9 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.8 0.0
i 18 and over 1.0 0.2 1.6 0.2 0.4 0.1 1.3 0.4
: Sample size 8723 10046 2829 6113 4280 2220 1614 1713
©. Mean household size 5.29 4.59 4.74 4.53 5.84 4.74 5.62 4.92
_ Mean number of own
J children of mother 2.77 2.13 2.63 2.41 2.89 2.48 2.99 2.52
Mean other children 0.37 0.05 0.13 0.03 0.65 0.13 0.37 0.16
;ﬁ  Mean rumber of adults
(18 and over) 2.15 2.11 1.98 2.09 2.30 2.13 2.26 2.24
“Z-  Ppercent of household ,
o which is adult 40.6 46.0 41.8 a6 39.4 44.9 40.2 45.5

© ‘Note: Percentages m.y not sum to 100 because of roundimy:.

N



ile 21 Oistribution of A1) Household Meabers by Race/Ethnicity, Presence or Absence of Father, and Family Poverty Status

o ‘ Tota] Ruce ! Mhite Black Hispanic
Father Prasent Father Absent Father Present  Father Absent Father Present  Father Absent  Father Present Father Absent

In Not in I ot in In Not inIn Notin In fot 0 In ot in In fot in In ot in
Poverty Poverty Poverty Poverty  Poverty Poverty Poverty Poverty Poverty Poverty Poverty Poverly Paverty Poverty Poverty Poverty

Total
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From a h,ousghold perspective, the most overt symptom of poverty is the absence of
a male spouse. This is true for all racial/ethnic groups. Table 20 clarifies this factor
further by presénting household st'ructures separately for father-present and father-
absent family un:its by \n)hether or ng't each of these family types are living in poverty.
This enables one to remove the effe:t of father's presence or absence and consider how
poverty status is related.. to househ;)ld structure independent of th.e "father effect."
Firsi, it may readilj{ be no.ted; from*the bottom row of Table 20 that poverty status is

. , > o .

most directly associate;i with the presence of children or conversely, a lower proportion
of adults in thez_household.ll This lower proportion of adults primarily reflects a greater-
number of child_i"gn in poverty households, as there is little difference between poverty
and non-poverty households in the number of adults present. Aside from this, poverty
status in households where the. child’s father is present does not appear to relate in any
other major way to obvious differences in household structure. |

In contrast with th.e modest differencgs in household structure bet'v‘veen poverty and
‘non-poverty households where a child's father is present, mo.re significant household
differences appeér where the father is not present. First, children in that environment
whose mothers are married (albeit not to the child's father) are muc.h less likely to be
living in poverty. Second, poverty children in situations where the father is not present
.are much more likely to be living in households where other blood relatives, both young’
and old, are present. This latter situation is primarily a minority family phenomenon,

whereas the spousal difference is more prevalent in white families.

CHILDREN WITH ABSENT FATHERS: PATTERNS OF CON-TAC'I" WITH THE FATHER
Overall, a substantial proportion of children who have beep born to mothers whe

are now 19 to 27 are living in father-absent homes. This is due to a variety of factors

including the youth of many of the mothers when they had their children, their lack of

education and ernployability in comparison with older mothers, and the concomitant low
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level of education and job skills by many of the children's fathers. All of these factors
are assoéiated with family poverty, as we have demonstrated above. In this section, we
describe the pattern of continuing attachment between fat’uér and child after the father
has left the honie. This continuing gttachment wi.th the absent parent has been found by
at least some researchérs to be an important determinant of the child's eventual
emotional and intellectual. developmént (Hess and Camara, 1979; Schenenga, 1983). We

’

examine the frequehcy and length o;‘ contact between children and their absent fathers.
,

We also ex‘amine how éar away the'father lives, which of course is associated with the
extent of contz;pt. Finally, how this contact may be associated with the tendency of the
absent father to contribute financially to the child's support is briefly considered. In this
conte::t, variables measuring whether a father lives closer or sees a child more.
frequently may be proxies for ‘greater physical contact between the mother and ex-

spouse as well as a greater Vpaternal psychological commitment to the child; we would

expect both of these factors to be associated with a greater paternal financial

- contribution to the child's upbringing.

Table 22 indicates how frequently (in the past year) children have seen their absent
father and how this pattern of visitation varies by the race/ethnicity and age of the child

and the mother's current marital status. All of the tabulations referred to in this section

. exclude cases where the.father is known to be deceased. About one in three children

have never seen. their father during the past yeavn'.12 In contrast, almost 30 percent see
their fathe's at least once a week. There are major racial/ethnic variations in this
regard, as black children are more likely to see their fathers frequently. (This differs
from the pattern reported by Furstenberg et al. Seé note 12.) In particular, black
children are much more likely to see their father on a daily basis. As will be shown, this

is closely associated with the fact that absent black fathers are the most likely to be

living nearby.
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Table 22 Frequency of Child's Yisits with Father, by Age of Child, Race/Ethnicity, and Mother's Marital
Status: Children in Father-Absent Households

Mother Married, Separated -

Total Never Spouse H1QOwedl
Race White Black- Hispanic Married Present Divorced
A11 children : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Daily 9.1 3.1 15.4 6.7 15.8 1.9 4.2
Less than daily but
, at least weekly 20.4 21,5 18.9 22.2 21.5 8.6 23.5
Less than weekly but
at least monthly 14.9 19.3 12.1 6.9 9.4 11.4 22.9
) Less than monthly,
more than annually 11.5 11.6 11.9 © 9.6 9.9 9.7 . 13.8
- Annually 12.0 10.3  12.5 17.8 14.0 12.9 9.4
Never 32.2  34.3 29.2 36.8 29.6 55.5 26.2
Sample size 1645 531 875 239 613 219 564
_ Children 0-2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 120.0
‘ Daily ) 18.7 8.5 29.7 10.8 24.3 7.4 10.9
i
- Less than daily,
at least weekly 21.7 19.9 23.1 23.0 22.3 2.5 25.0
~ Les§ than weekly, .
at least monthly 13.5 16.4 11.7 9.4 8.5 10.7 23.3
S;
_ Less than monthly,
more than annually 10.3 10.6 10.8 6.4 10.6 12.7 9.1
' .
I Annuailly 9.6 7.5 8.2 24.6 “12.0 14.2 4.2
Never 26.3 37.0 16.4 25.8 22.3 52.5 27.5
- Sample size 606 179 326 101 317 41 3715
Children 3-5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
- Daily A 5.4 0.0 11.1 7.1 11.2 1.7 1.2
" Less than daily, .
= at least weekly 22.2 24.8 19.5 20.2 23.3 13.1 22.5

¥
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Table 22 (continued) ~

: Mother Married, Separated
Total Never Spouse Widowed/
Race White Black Hispanic Married Present Divorced
Less than wee(]y;
at least monthly - 16.7 21.5 13.3 5.3 _ 8.6 7.1 27.5
Less than month]y;
more than annually 10.6 9.2 11.5 13.9 10.2 5.6 12.8
Annually 13.6 13.2° 14.1 13.8 16.1 12.9 11.6
Never 31.6 31.3 30.5 39.8 30.7 59.7 22.3
Sample size 587 217 289 - 81 194 80 215
Children 6 and over 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Daily 2.0 0.7 3.5 0.0 4.2 0.0 1.5
Less than daily,
at least weekly 16.7 18.9 13.6 23.3 17.1 7.5 20.8
Less than weekly,
at least monthly 14.6 19.9 11.4 5.1 12.4 14.8 16.8
Less than monthly,
at least annually 14.1 15.7 13.4 9.5 7.7 11.7 19.6
Annually 12.8 9.7 15.8 12.2 15.3 12.4 11.5
Never 39.9 35.1 42.4 50.0 43.5 53.6 29.8
Sample size 452 135 260 57 102 90 174

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
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It is fair to generalize that the older the children, the less likely they are to see
their father, although this pattern reflects primarily the minority visitation pattern:

older black and ﬁispanic patterns are decidely more likely to never see their fathers than

young minority children. Indeed, 50 percent of Hispanic children age 6§ and over have

never seen their father during the pjést year. For white children, while the pattern of
nzver seeing one's father..is e’rratic in relation to the age of the child, there is clear
evidence of decl_i_.ne.in the paitem o:f frequent visitation with age. About 28 percent of
father-absent \_{vhite children under the age of three see their father at least weekly,
compared with .lz;bout 20 percent for children age 6 and above.

Perhaps th..e. single most important predictor of a child not seeing his absent father
is the mother's current marital status', as over half of children living Witl:l mothers who
have remarried never see their father, compared with between 25 and 30 percent of

children living with never-married, separated or divorced mothers. A similar pattern was

reported for older children by Furstenberg et al. (1983). The reasons for this differential

‘ cannot be directly explained by these data, but several interpretations are suggested.

First, the average remarried woman may have been apart from the child's father for a

somewhat longer period of time, a factor probably associated with a greater psycholog-

ical and physical distance between father and child. Indeed, as Table 28 shows, fathers

* of children who are living with remarried mothers typically live much further away from

their children than fathers of children whose mothers are in othex; marital statuses. Also,
the remarriage event may create an emotional environment where it is more difficult for
the father and mother to communicate regarding the children's visitation. The child's
visitations with the absent father may serve as a constant reminder of a marital history
which the mother and her spouse may prefer not to dwell on.

Table 23 highlights the fact that only very small percentages of the children visit
their fathers fof extended time periods, although the average length of visit does tend to

increase slightly for older children and be somewhat higher for minority, particularly

=52°.



Table 23

[y

Length of Child®s Yisits with Father by Age of Child, Race/Ethnicity and Hother's
Marital Status: Children in Father-Absent Households

w

5 Mother Married, Separated
Total ' Never Spouse Widowed/
_ Race  White * Black Hispanic Married Present Divorced
Total 100.0 100.0 : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
- A day or Tless 758 7 75.4 0 75.0 824 80.9 58.4 738
More than a day_\ | ; .
; to one week 21.2 22.1 21.9 11.4 16.7 32.2 23.8
Greater than a week 3.1 2.5 3.1 6.2 2.4 9.4 2.4
é Sample size 1129 348 627 154 613 93 415
) Children 0-2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
_ A day or less 81.2 85.8  77.3 .'84.0 82.5 79.5 78.9
| More than a day . .
to one week . 16.5 14.1 19.9 7.9 15.2 20.5 18.2
Greater than a week 2.3 0.1 2.8 8.1 2.3 0.0 2.9
_ Sample size 466 _ 114 273 79 317 21 128
l Children 3-5 100.0 100.0 10¢.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
L A day or less 71.8 70.2 72.8 | 75.0 78.6 46.8 - 70.2
More than a day .
- o to one week 25.4 . 29.1 22.4 19.1 17.7 48.6 28.1
Greater than a week 2.8 0.7 4.8 4.9 3.7 4.6 1.7
- Sample size 392 144 201 47 194 3 164
Children 6 and over 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
| A day or less 73.3 70.6 74.1 87.4 80.2 57.4 73.8
- More than a day .
;; to one week 22,0 21.4 24.3 8.9 18.9 27.0 23.2
f;_ Greater than a week 4.7 7.9 1.6 3.7 0.9 15.6 3.0
| Sample sfze 271 90 153 28 102 39 123

Hote: Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding. Distributions exclude deceased fathers,




Hispanic, children. The implicatioas of this finding warrant more careful investigation in
subsequenf research, as fhere is some evidence that the quality of visitation with an
absent father is more closely associated with the duration than with the frequency of
visitations (e;g., Hess and Camara, 1979). Also, paralleling the lower frequency of
visitation bet&een fathers and children of remarried mothers, these children, particularly
the oldest ones, {are somewhat more likely to visit their fathers for longer pericds of
time. About 18 percent of older children of remarried mothers visit their father for
more than o week, when they vlisit them, compared with much smaller percentages for all
other cz;tegories of children. If the duration is indee2 more importgnt than the frequency
of visit, this suggests that the lower frequency but greater durz:‘tion of visit by older
children may represent a preferable form of cor_ltact.

Tables .24 and 25 synthesize the rela.t;i’énship between frequency and length of
children's visits. It may be seen that children who visit their father less frequently tend
to visit them for longér periods of time. This pattern Is particularly pronounced in
families where the mother is remarried and for Hispanic and white children. However,
the dominant finding of these t.ables is that most children who rarely see their father,
still only see them for a short period; overall, two-thirds of children who see their father
only once a year, only see them for a day or less. The basic point is that the vast
majority of visits with absent fathers tend to be of short duration. Compensations of
greater visit length for lower frequency of visit are the exception, not the rule. The
traditional image of children visiting an absent father infrequently but then staying with
him for a substantial length of time is clearly a myth, at least for children born to
relatively younger mothers.

' We summarize the patterning of fathers' visits in Table 28 and 27 by profiling the
father-absent children ;iointly in terms of length and frequency of visits including, of

course, those children who never (at least in the last 12 months) have visited with their

father. If one considers a visitation pattern of at least once a month, regardless of the
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length of. the visit or visits of less than once a month where the average visit lasts at
least two or more days, as representing meaningful contact between father and child,
only slightly more than half of all children——about 54 percent——have significant contact
with their fat;}er. This admittealy arbitrary and possibly overly optimistic definition of
significant conta?t, of course, varies considerab_ly by race/ethnicity, the marital status
of the child's mog_her, and the age of the child; Only 36 percent of father-absent children
whose mothers have remarried have significant contact with their fathers co mpared with
much larger percentages for children who have mothers in other marital statué. In
addition, the likelihood of significant contact declines sharply for minority but not white
children with the age of the child. This racial/ethnic variability by age of child parallels.
the data presented below on the distance bet_w_een children and absent fathers; as black
and Hispanic children in father-absent families grow older, the likelihood of the father
living further away increases. This is not as true, however, for white families, where the
absent father of older'children does not live further away than fathers of vounger
childreh. This undoubtedly partly reflects the fact that the average white couple
remains together longer before .they separate or divorce and thus the absent father has
had less time to distance himself, for either personal or employment reasons, froin his
old environm ent..]'3

Thevextent to which a father's absence is detrimental to the development of a child
is of course an extraordinarily complex question, Its answer rests on a large nu m_ber of
factors including_ (but obviously not limited to) the quality of the home environ ment while
. the tather was present in comparison with when he was absent, the presence and
characteristics ot néw substitute fathers~-new spouses or partners in the home, the
economic viability of the household with and without the father, and perhaps most
importantly, the péychc;loéical attributes of the mother. To the extent that one might

generalize (und the available evidence seems to support this notion) that on average,
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Table 24 The Relationship between Frequency and Length of Children's Visits with Father, by Hother's Narital Status: Children in Fathar-fbsent Houscholds

' | Hother
Total Children __ Hother Never Married Hother Married, Spouse Present Separatedlwidomd{pivo[cgq 7
Legth of Vit Lengh of Vit Length of Vit gt of visit
Hore , hare More ’I More
less - than  More Less than  More  Less than  More  Less than  More
thn  °  adaye than than a day= than *than aday= than  than a day~ than

ady Ady aweek aweek ady Ady aweek awek ady Aday dweek aweek ady Aday avweek aweek

Frequency of
visit

Daily 65 B85 0.0 00 MO A0 00 00 42 5.8 00 00 TL6 A4 0.0 0.0

Less than datly,
at least weekly 6.5 155 2.0 0,0 89 123 2.8 060 2.0 Al 49 0.0 661 169 1.0 00

Less than weekly,

3t least nonthly 6.0 186 6.0 04 69 &7 B2 L2 A3 B3 B9 00 5B A3 BO 00

Less than monthly,
mre than anaually 9.6 12,1 25 38 9.7 1L 1.2 L8 @ 163 157 03 4 0 B9 5.0

~ hanually 2 1L 208 123 632 136 17 15 3T &7 28 W8 0 97 NS5 88

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding, Distribution excludes deceased fathers.
Q




Table 25 The Relationship between Frequency and Length of Child's Visits with Father,
by Race/Ethricity: Children Living in Father-Absent Households

White Black Hispanic
Length of Visit Length of Visit Length of Visit
More More More
Less than More Less than More Less than More
~ than a day- than than a day- than than a day- than
[ a day A day a week a week a day A day a week a week aday A day aweek a week
Frequency of visit
Daily 87.7 12.3 0.0 0.0 713.8 26.2 0.0 0.0 81.7 18.3 0.0 0.0
Less than daily, but
at least weekly 63.6 18.3 18.1 0.0 60.5 8.4 13l.1 0.0 65.3 32.7 2.0 0.0
Less than weekly, but -
at least monthly 4,0 26.2 29.8 0.0 71.8 6.4 21.8 0.0 63.3 17.5 11.0 8.2
Less than monthly, )
more than annually 64.9 13.9 21.0 0.2 54,9 11,2 26.1 7.8 57.4 6.5 36.1 0.0
Annually 57.0 4.9 24.1 14.0 55.2 15.0 20.8 9.0 49.6 19.4 11.4 19.6

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding. Distributions exclude deceased fathers.
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fable 26 Patterning of Visits betweea Children and Absent Father, by Race/Ethnicity, Marital Status, or Age
40f Child, Length and Frequency of Yisits :

Mother's Marital Status Mcther's Race Age of Child
Married, .
Never Husband Separated/ 6 and
Total Married Present DOivorced Wwhite Black Hispanic 0-2 3-5 over

Total : _ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Visit more often than .

weekly for a day or less } 18.5 27.5 6.0 12.0 12.1  23.3 16.7 - 28.2 15.9 7.0
Visit 1-4 times a month

for a day or less 18.6 11.9 8.4 30.1 22.2 13.3 17.3 16.1 18.8 18.2
Visit less than monthly

for a day or less 16.9 19.2 15.5 14.4 15.3 16.6 18.0 2x.5 14.4  15.8
Visit more often than o

monthly for 2 or more days 3.3 4,3 1.5 2.7 1.7 4.9 6.9 3.5 3.9 . 1.8
Visit 1-4 times a month - . )

for 2 or more days 6.4 4.2 10.0 7.8 8.2 4.9 1.4 5.7 6.1 6.4
Visit less than monthly .

for 2 or more days 7.5 . 5.2 9.8 9.5 6.2 7.7 8.8 4.5 9.3 7.9
Visit less than monthly for

greater than a month 0.9 n.7 4.8 0.1 1.1 0.6 1.4 0.1 0.8 2.0
Never visits 28.9 27.6 48.7 23.6 34.3 29.2 36.8 26.3 31.6 39.9

-

Percent visiting at ‘rast
monthly or else less than

"-monthly for an average 54.3 53.2 35.8 62.0 ' 50.4 54.2 15.2 58.2 54.0 41.3
visit of 2 or more days )

Sample size . 1562 828 191 543 531 875 239 606 587 452

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding. UOistributions exclude deceased fathers.




‘able 27 Patterning of Yisits between Children and Absent Father, by Age of Child and Race/Ethnicity

Age less than'3 Age 3-5 Age 6 and over

White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic
-.*:‘ K

fotal 3
Yisit more often than : 'f
weekly for a day or less 19.4 38.5 40.8 12.3  19.9 16.1 . 3.2 9.3 14.7
Yisit 1-4 times a month . ,
for a day or less 117.8 7 13.2 22.0 23.2  14.7 14.3 26.0 12,0 13.7
Visit, less than monthly ;!
for a day or less . 16.9 12.8 21.7 12.6 16.2 15.3 16.8 21.3 15.3
Yisit more often than
weekly for 2 or more - 0.2 7.1 1.2 3.5 4.8 1.4 1.2 2.6 0.0
days t

Visit 1-4 times a month for

2 or more days 7.4 5.5 1.4 8.2 4.5 1.7 9.1 - 4.8 1.1
Yisit less than monthly for ‘

2 or more days 1.3 6.4 - 9.3 8.9 9.4 11.4 8.7 7.6 5.2
Yisit less than monthly for

greater than a month 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.9 2.9 3.5 0.6 1.9
Never visits 37.0 16.4 25.8 31.3 30.5 39.8 35.1 42.4 50.0

Percent visiting at least
monthly or el;e less than

monthly for an average 46.1 70.8 7.5 56.1 83.3 44.9 48.: 5.3 34.7
visit of 2 or more days )

Sample size 179 326 101 217 289 81 135 260 57

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding. Uistributions exclude deceased fathers.




regular contact between father and child has perhaps some negative consequences for a
child's deirelopment, it would appear that a substantial proportion of all the children born
to this cofxort of.mothers suffer some disadvantage.

The imporéance of the distancke factor, and ;}how the distance that the child lives
from the father is linked'with the fre":quency of visits, may be noted in Tables 28 and 29.
About 15 percent of father-absent children live less than a mile from their father, with

this pattern being more prevalent for minority children and children whose mother is not

5,

. : . !
remarried. At the other extreme, Hispanic children are much m ve likely to live a great

distance from iheir father, with 40 percent living at least 100 miles apart. This may be
related to the f;act that a substantial proportion of the Hispanic children are of ngican-
American originl and may have fathers who frequently are living in Mexico or are'
itinerant farm workers following seasonal groﬁing patterns, geographicall)} far afield, in
their pursuit of work.

Also, paralleling the frequency of visitation statistics highlighted earlier, older,
;particularly mino'rity, children, are more likely to live further from their fathers than
their younger counterparts. As may ke seen in Table 28, the association between
distance and frequency is of major significance. Clearly, the frequency of visitation
"declines precipitously as the distance between father ax;d child increases. At one
_extreme, about two-thirds of children living within a mile of their father see their father
at least weekly. For distances of one to ten miles, the likelihood of daily visits declines
sharply, but the probability of weekly visits increases. For distances of ten to 100 miles,
the modal visitation pattern is (with the exception of the Hispanic group), monthly, and
for distan :s exceeding 100V miles, the vast majority of children either never see their
father or see him rarely, typically on an annual bésis. While the motivational process'
. behind father-child visitation patterns is undoubtedly complex, it does appear that

physical distance by itself is an important impediment to paternal contact.



Table 28 Distance (H11es) of Father's Residence from Child's Residence by Age of Child, Race/Ethnicity, and
Mother®s Marital Status: Children in Father-Abseant Households

Mother
Mother Married, Mother
Total Never Spouse  Separated/ .

Race White Black Hispanic Married Present Divorced
A1l children } 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Within a mile ‘ 15.3 10.8 19.4  16.0 19.2 4.2 14.2
1-10 miles 32.6 33.3  34.1 21.1 36.8 20.6 31,7
11-100 miles 23.6 27.3 20.3 22.3 19.9 33.6 24.6
More than 100 miles 28.6 28.6 26.2 40.7 24.1 41.6 29.5
Sample size 1575 505 844 226 831 191 545

Children 0-2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Within a mile 18.9 12.6 25.9 12.9 21.5 3.3 17.6
1-10 miles 35.2 38.3 34.9 23.7 39.0 23.0 30.8
11-100 miles 21.3 21.9 19.5.- - 27.3 21.1 29.0 20.0
More than 100 miles 24.6 27.3  19.6 36.2 18.4 44.7 ° 31.6
Sample size ) 591 171 322 98 381 38 172
Children 3-5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Within a mile ©13.5 9.7 17.6 13.2 19.8 3.9 10.6
1-10 miles 31.8 28.7 35.9 27.8 37.1 19.9 30.2
11-100 miles 24.0 30.9 18.0. 15.6 15.8 28.0 30.5
More than 100 miles 30.7 30.7 28.4 43.4 o 27.3 48.2 28.7
Sample size 569 210 280 79 284 73 211
Children 6 and over } 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 100.0 100.0
Within a mile 12.7 10.0 13.2 25.0 13.2 4.7 15.5
1-10 miles 30.2 33.3 3.2 7.9 31.2 20.2 34.5
-11-100 miles 26.0 27.3  23.6 22.4 23.1 39.2 21.6
More than 100 miles 31.1 28.6  32.0 44,7 32.4 36.0 28.4
Sample size 415 124 242 49 166 80 545

: Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding. Distributions exclude deceased fathers.




Other evidence consistent with the notion that frequency of visitation or dislanes
betweén father and child have more than just emotional significance is suggisted by the

results in. Table-:30, which link togetﬁher the two measures with one economic dimension,
the percent of the mothers of the!i‘ father-absen.t children who receive child support.
Frequency of visits .1‘ this conte':xt represents not only a {u..=r's psychologirs
commitment to a child Egt perhaps, in addition, more possibilities for a mother to
directly approach thé ghild's _;ather;'for financial z.assistance. ‘Conversely, low frequency
of visits may reflect a conscious avoidance of such a meeting by an ex-husband.

Distance, in an absolute sense, is also obviously important in this regard. It should
aiso be kept in umind that greater distance implies a greater likelihood of the ex-spouse
living in a different state,‘.with all its associated legal complications. In addition, women
whose ex-spouse lives further away are probably less likely to be able to locate the
child's father.

Overall, about one in four children has a father who is providing child support.
" However, fathers who frequently visit with their children are well above average in their
likelihood of contributing, whereas fathers who visit less, particularly those who never
_ visit, are less likely to contribute, Undoubtedly many of the never visiting fathers
cannot be located.

Distance between father and chill—i has a similar effect; fathers living nearby aré
significantly more likely to contribute child support than fathers who are more distant.
As conjectured carlier, it may be that fathers who live further away have on averagé
been separated from the mother for a longer period of time and thus feel a lesser
commitment io contribute to the child's upbringing--particularly if the mother has
remarried. Both of these results relating child support to frequency of visits and

distance between father and child parallel similar findings reported by Furstenberg et al.

(1983).



Dy Race/Ethnicity: Children in Father-Absent Mouseholds

Fremiency of Father's Visits
Less thar  Less than Less than
daily but weekly but monthly but

Distance from 3 atl“_least At Jeast more than Sample
father's home Total Daily weekly monthly annyaily Andwally  neyer Size

Total 100.0 ' 9.7 21.5 15.3 12.2 12.5 28.9 1570
Less than a mile lov. . 32.1 34.2 13.2 6.0 5.3 9.4 250
1-10 miles . 100.0 11.0 37.2 17.8 14.7 5.9 13.5 492
11-100 miles ' 100,0 3.6 "15.3 21.8 15.0 12.0 Sl 344
More than 100 miles _ 100.0 1.2 1.8 8.2 10.3 24.2 54.3 484
White . 100.0 3.3 22.8 19.8 12,5 11.0 30.5 503
Less than a mile . 100.0 18.0 37.1 27.6 3.4 0.0 13.9 51
1-10 miles -t 100.0 3.0 44.4 21.4 15.3 4.3 11.8 . 151
11-100 miles 100.0 1.5 13.1 24.2 18.7 10.4 32.0 132
More than 100 miles 100.0 0.0 1.5 10.9 6.8 23.5 57.4 169
Black 100.0 16.2 19.9 12.5 12.4 12.7 . 26.5 841
Less than a mile ©100.0 41.6 30.2 7.5 5.8 7.6 7.3 167
1-10 miles 100.0 18.1 - 29.3 16.0 14.0 6.4 16.3 285
11-100 miles 100.0° 6.0 16.2 19.5 13.3 12.5 32.6 162
More than 100 miles 100.0 2.9 2.7 6.0 14.3 24.3 49.4 227
Hispanic 100.0 7.1 23.7 7.4 9.5 19.0 33.4 226
Less than a mile 100.0 19.4 49.5 0.0 16.0 8.3 6.9 32
1-10 miles 100.0 13.6 48.6 4.8 15.0 14.6 3.4 56
11-100 miles 100.0 5.1 24.9 18.2 0.0 . 19.8 31.9 50
More than 100 miles 100.0 0.0 0.0 5.7 9.2 25.0 60.0 88

* Note: Percentages may not sum to 1C0 because of rounding. Distributions exclude deceased fathers.
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A NOTE ON CHILDREN LIVING WITH FATHERS BUT NOT WITH MOTHERS

For a number of data quality and sample size-related reasons, this study has
focused on the 95 percent of children who live with their imother. Reflecting various
legal and soci:‘al changes in our society, it is likely that in the years ahead the mirror-
image group ‘Eof children living with fathers but not with mothers will increase
substantially. Téble 31 includes a very brief summary of a few selected chargcteristics
of ‘children who a.r'e living only with their father. Only a small percent have mothers who
have remarried. On the average, the mother's revidence tends to be somewhat further
away than is the father's residence for those children who lived only with their mother.
About one-third never see their mother— aally identical to the one-third of those
living with mothers who never see their fathers., If they visit their mothers, the visits
tend to be short, also similar to their countex‘barts living with mothers.‘ On the basis of
these limited number of charactefistics, it would appear that visitation patterns of young

children living with mothers and fathers are quite similar.



Table 30 Relationship between Child Support Receipt, Frequency of Child's Contact
with Absent Father and Distance from Father's Residence

Percent receiving child support

Total White Black Hispanic

Total 25.3 29.8 23.3 13.2
Frequency of father visit

‘Weekly or greater 36.3 46.8  31.5 19.8
‘1=4 times a month 36.4 43.2  28.3 11.7

Less than once a month 23.7 26.1 22.7 18.9

Never?! 11.4 12.5 12.0 3.9
Distance to father's residence

10 miles or less 30.3 38.2 25.8 16.9
11-100 miles 27.4 36.9 18.8 9.8
Greater than 100 miles 20.1 17.2 25.7 11.9

Hote: Percentages may not sum to 190 because of rounding. Distributions
exclude deceased fathers.
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"Table 31 Children Living with Fathers but not with Mothers: A Summary Profile

Total White Black

. Marital status of mother

Percent never married 31.0 22.3 57.9
Percent marvied, spouse present 28.1 31.5 17.4
Percent divorced/separated 40.9 46.6 24.7
Sample size 183 110 46
Distribution by race 100.0
White 70.5
Black . 22.0
Hispanic 1.5
Distance from mother's residence 100.0 100.0 100.0
Less than a mile 8.0 6.4 11.5
1-10 miles 28.3 24.3 36.3
11-100 miles 22.6 20.0 28.9
More than 100 miles ) 41.1 49.3 23.3
sample size 170 104 46
Frequency of visit with mother 100.0 100.0 100.0
More than weekly 20.5 12.8 45.8
Weekly 7.0 4.8 13.3
Monthly but less than weekly 12.5 13.3 6.5
Less than monthly/more than annually 20.7 24.7 10.6
Annually 8.1 4.3 15.7
Never 31.2 40.1 8.0
Sample size i 183 116 46
Length of visit 100.0 100.0 100.0
A day or less 62.9 57.3 69.7
2 days to a week 33.2 40.9 21.4
More than a week 4.8 1.8 8.9
Sample size ) : 126 69 41
Age of child 100.0 100.0 100.0
0-2 21.0 23.8 17.2
3-5 37.9 42.0 25.0
6 and over 41.1 34,2 57.9
Sample size 183 116 46

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.




Notes

1Some recent exceptions are Hernandez and Myers (1985), Furstenberg et al. (1983),
Glick (1979), and U.S. Bureau of the Census (1985). Hernandez and Myers use 1980
Census statistics to profile some household structure dimensions for children under 15
years of age in 1980. Furstenberg et al. use data from the 1981 tollow-up of the 1976~
1977 National ‘Survey of Children to provide more comprenensive information about
the living arrangements of adolescent children than any cther available survey. Glick
uses CPS data from the 1960s and 1970s to examine general trends in the living
arrangements of children. Also, recent CPS reports on marital status and living
arrangements present tabulations on the nature of family arrangements and some
family characteristics for children under the age of 18 (U.S. Bureau of the Census,
19835).

2As of 1984, the overall sample of women, white women, Hispanic women, and black

women had born an average of .60, .51, .87 and .96 children, respectively. Current
Population Statistics for women 18 to 24 in 1983 suggest that these groups of women

expect to have about 2.07, 2.10, 2.17 and 1.90 children, respectively (U.3. Bureau of
the Census, 1983).

3The sample could have been augmented by including information from the counterpart
interviews with men in 1984. However, the female perspective was chosen because a
substantial proportion of the fathers in the sample are no longer living with their
children and, in some instances, never lived with their children. Thus, the quality of
the available information for the child would be much poorer. In addition, the depth of
information available about these children's mothers would be much more limited.

4We'have no separate racial or ethnic identification for each child. The identification is
based on the self-defined identity of the mother.

5In this analysis, category-specific employment rates for the father-absent household
members are applied to the father-present iiousehold structure, to indicate what the
overall father-absent employment rate would be it those households had the father-
present household structure. The difference between this derived rate and the father-
1 present rate is essentially the number of employment percentage points which can be
- attributed to changes in household structure. The residual is the number of points

attributed to changes in rates. Needless to say, all analyses of this type imply specific

assumptions about cross-sectional comparisons being appropriate proxies for
longitudinal chungé. :
61¢ should be noted that regardless of the perspectlve utilized, the survey week
employment levels are substantially lower than the over the year statistics for the
mothers  highlighted in Table 12 because they refer to employment during a much
shorter time period—a week, rather than a year. Indeed, 40 percent of the children
have a mother who worked during the survey week (Table 16) compared with 57
- percent who had a mother who warked sometimne during the year (Table 12).

71t should be noted that in recent years the Bureau of Labor Statistics has been
enhancing the presentation of other female employment statistics to some extent by
cross-classifying sone tabulations by age and number of children. This permits a more
meaningful interpretation of the employment statistics fromn children's perspectiva.




8Actually, the table includes the proportions of mothers utilizing or not utilizing

childcare for employment, education, and training. The vast majority of the mothers
are utilizing chililcare in order to yvork. :

9'v‘\lhether there are cultural differences in the tendency of white, blazk, and Hispanic
mothers to report spouses' assistanée in childcare cannot be resolved with these data.
1("The observant reader will note that:this overall 33 percent is well above the 15 percent
statistic for all individuals in the United States in 1983, and even the 23 percent for all
individuals below the age of 15 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 15385: Table 11). It should
be recalled at this point that our sample of children is representative of children who
have been born to women who are now (in 1984) 19 to 27. As we have documented, this
group is over-represented by young childbearers, minorities, and mothers heading their
~own household--all categories of individuals who are prone to be in poverty.

1lThe author aéknowledges that there is some inherent circularity in this discussion, as a

major component of the poverty definition is the number of family members of which,
of course, children are major contributors.

12The only useful statistics for comparison with the NLSY data are those presented by
Furstenberg et al. (1983) using the 1981 follow-up of the 1976-1977 National Children's
Survey. The children in that survey were older than the children reported on here and
thus, on average, had been separated froimn their father for -a longer period of time.
They also :nore accurately represented a cross-section of all American father-absent
youth with &' smaller proportion being poor, minority, or having been born to young
mothers.  These major sample differences are undoubtedly the primary reason for
many of the differences between the NLSY and the Children survey statistics.
Furstenberz et al. reported significantly lower levels of visitation between children
and absent parents, and a great divergence in patterns of visitation between absent
fathers and mothers. Also, Furstenberg et al. found far less visitation with absent

black fathers, undoubtedly reflecting the more recent absence of the black fathers in
the NLSY.

lssupplementary analysis of differences in visitation patterns between fathers and boy
and girl children did not disclose any major gender variations, although there is a
modest albeit statistically significant tendency for fathers to be more likely to visit
daughters than sons. This pattern was most pronounced with regard to the youngest
(under 3) children and among blacks. The modest patterns reflected primarily
K differences .in the "never visit" statistic. To the extent that available eviience
: suggests a greater impact of father absence for boys than for girls, this variation may
have some minor implications for gender differences in the social-psychological
development of children (e.g., Hess and Camara, 1975; Dornbusch et al., 1985).
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